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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 
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Improving  the  management  of  support  resources  for  major  weapon  systems  is 
a  crucial  goal  for  the  Department  of  Defense.  The  problem  of  weapon  systems 
being  inadequately  supported  in  the  field  because  of  fragmented  decision 
making  in  the  allocation  of  support  resources  (e.g.,  spares,  support  and  test 
equipment)  was  addressed  in  DoD  Acquisition  Improvement  Initiative  #30.  New 
management  procedures  to  help  correct  this  problem  have  been  tested  over  the 
past  year  and  a  half.  During  the  test,  the  Military  Departments  provided  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD)  with  data  that  summarized  the  support 
resources  required  by  and  allocated  to  nine  sample  weapon  systems.  These  data 
were  reviewed  by  OSD  at  key  points  in  the  Planning,  Programming  and  Budgeting 
(PPB)  process. 

^Based  on  our  evaluation  of  the  test  results,  we  recommend  that  the  proce¬ 
dures  used  in  the  program  and  budget  trial  reviews  be  formalized  and 
implemented  in  future  PPB  cycles.  They  have  proven  to  be  both  feasible  and 


beneficial.  They  provide  OSD  with  an  opportunity  to  improve  its  review  of 
program  and  budget  support  resource  allocations;  more  importantly,  they  have 
provided  an  impetus  for  the  Military  Departments  to  begin  to  make  significant 
improvements  in  their  internal  management  of  weapon  support  during  program  and 
budget  development.  To  take  full  advantage  of  the  implementation  of 
Initiative  #30,  we  also  recommend  that  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense  (Manpower,  Reserve  Affairs  and  Logistics)  (0ASD(MRA&L))  strengthen 
its  weapon  system  perspective  and  concentrate  more  attention  on  weapon  support 
during  program  and  budget  reviews.  0ASD(MRA&L)  now  focuses  almost  exclusively 
on  generic  functional  aspects  of  program  submissions  (e.g.,  supply,  training, 


ii 


maintenance)  and  too  little  effort  is  spent  on  individual  weapon  support.  For 
this  reason,  the  functional  expertise  within  OASD(MRAStL)  is  not  fully  brought 
to  bear  on  weapon  support  and  readiness  issues  during  hey  points  of  the  PPB 
process.  Finally,  we  recommend  that  OSD  monitor  the  progress  of  the  Military 
Departments  in  implementing  their  plans  for  improved  internal  management  of 


support  resources. 

These  recommendations  are  based  on  two  main  findings.  First,  it  is 
feasible  for  the  Military  Departments  to  pull  together  most  of  the  requested 
support  data  on  selected  weapon  systems.  However,  this  task  is  difficult  for 
the  Army  and  Navy  to  accomplish  because  they  do  not  have  systematic  and 
automated  procedures  to  produce  the  data.  The  Air  Force  does  have  such 
systems.  Second,  OSD  was  able  to  evaluate  the  support  data  for  selected 
weapon  systems  and  to  influence  the  resource  allocation  decisions  made  in  both 
the  program  and  budget  reviews.  However,  OSD's  capability  to  review  and 
validate  weapon  support  requirements  could  be  improved  with  a  more  balanced 
effort  between  functional  and  weapon  system  issues.  Remedying  this  imbalance 
will  become  more  important  as  the  number  of  weapon  systems  to  be  reviewed 
increases  above  the  nine  sample  systems  treated  in  the  trial  stage;  the 
FY85-89  Program  Objective  Memoranda  (POM)  Preparation  Instructions,  for 
example,  call  for  support  information  on  27  major  weapon  systems. 

We  recognize  that  our  recommendations  require  some  changes  and  additional 
effort  within  both  OSD  and  the  Military  Departments.  The  effort  to  make  the 
changes  will  be  more  than  outweighed,  however,  by  the  eventual  benefit  to 


weapon  system  readiness  that  will  result  from  carrying  Initiative  # 30  through 


successful  implementation. 
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1.  BACKGROUND 


Initiative  #30  (Item  "G")  of  the  30  April  1981  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense  memorandum  on  acquisition  (Reference  1)  requires  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD)  and  the  Military  Departments  to  take  actions  to 
improve  the  management  of  support  resources  for  major  weapon  systems  and  to 
increase  the  involvement  of  Program  Managers  in  the  process.  Responsibility 
for  following  up  this  decision  was  assigned  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  (Manpower,  Reserve  Affairs  and  Logistics)  (ASD(MRA&L))  with  assistance 
from  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Comptroller)  (ASD(C)).  An  OSD/ 
Service  Steering  Group  and  a  working  group  were  established  to  oversee 
implementation.  The  Initiative  called  for  the  Services  to  develop  internal 
procedures  for  increased  Program  Manager  involvement  and  improved  visibility 
of  support  resource  requirements  and  readiness  objectives  for  the  20  to  30 
weapon  systems  entering  or  in  early  production  at  any  given  time.  It  also 
called  for  OSD  to  conduct  a  single,  integrated  review  of  support  associated 
with  individual  weapon  systems  during  key  stages  of  the  Planning,  Programming 
and  Budgeting  System  (PPBS)  process.  The  Initiative  required  a  two-year  trial 
period  for  the  implementing  procedures . 

One  of  the  first  actions  of  the  OSD/Service  working  group  was  to  define 
the  categories  of  support  resources  to  be  considered  in  the  trial  period 
(Reference  2).  The  nine  categories  chosen  are  shown  in  Table  1-1.  The  defi¬ 
nitions  of  each  of  the  categories  are  given  in  Appendix  A.  (An  additional 
support  category,  Manpower,  was  originally  included  as  an  element  of  support 
but  later  dropped  to  simplify  the  initial  trial  procedures.  It  was  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  for  possible  inclusion  after  the  trial  period  was  over  and  a  decision 
had  been  reached  on  the  final  implementation  of  Initiative  #30.) 
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TABLE  1-1.  INITIATIVE  #30  SUPPORT  CATEGORIES 


1. 

Spares  and  Repair  Parts 

6. 

Contractor  Support  I 

2. 

Support  and  Test  Equipment 

7. 

Facilities 

3. 

Training  and  Training  Devices 

8. 

Integrated  Logistic  Support 

Management  and  Analysis  j 

4. 

Publications  and  Technical  Data 

9. 

Other  Support-Related 

5. 

Depot  Repair 

Requirements 

Data  were  requested  by  OSD  for  the  trial  reviews  ia  each  of  the  support 
categories  for  both  the  "required  resources"  and  the  "funding"  for  these 
resources  over  time.  The  "required  resources"  by  year  are  those  resources 
necessary  for  the  weapon  system  to  meet  its  specified,  scheduled  readiness 
goals.  The  "funding"  by  year  are  those  resources  that  are  actually  included 
in  the  official  Service  resource  allocation  document,  i.e.,  either  the  Service 
Program  Objective  Memorandum  (POM)  or  the  Service  budget. 

TRIAL  REVIEWS 

Trial  procedures  were  developed  for  an  integrated  OSD  review  of  major 
weapon  systems'  support  resources  during  the  overall  OSD  review  of  Service 
programs  (POMs)  and  budget  submissions.  These  reviews  were  "integrated"  in 
the  sense  that  the  appropriate  staff  offices  of  the  ASD  (MRA&L) ,  ASD(C),  and 
the  Director  Program  Analysis  and  Evaluation  (DPA&E)  would  review  the  sub¬ 
mitted  weapon  support  data,  and  their  comments  would  be  consolidated  and 
summarized  for  inclusion  in  an  issue  paper  or  Program  Budget  Decision  (PBD)  as 
appropriate.  Formerly  no  organized  or  formal  procedures  existed  to  tie  these 
various  staff  review  efforts  together,  and  as  a  result  weapon  system  support 
received  very  spotty,  disjointed  and  sometimes  inconsistent  coverage  at  key 
points  in  the  PPBS. 


The  trial  procedures  have  been  tested  three  times  in  the  past  year  and  a 
half.  The  weapon  systems  included  in  these  trials  are  shown  in  Table  1-2. 
The  first  trial  was  in  the  final  stages  of  FY83  budget  formulation  (October- 
December  1981).  The  second  trial  was  in  parallel  with  the  FY84-88  Program 
review  (May- July  1982).  The  latest  trial  was  during  the  FY84  budget  review 
(October-December  1982). 1 

TABLE  1-2.  WEAPON  SYSTEMS  INCLUDED  IN  TRIAL  REVIEWS 


Service 

Trial  Review 

Army 

Navy 

Air  Force 

FY83  Budget 

M-l,  AAH-64 

F/A-18A,  Aegis 

GLCM,  B-l 

FY84-88  Program 

M-l,  MLRS,  UH-60A 

F/A-18A,  Aegis, 
Tomahawk 

GLCM,  EDS,  NGT 

FY84  Budget 

M-l,  MLRS,  UH-60A 

F/A-18A,  Aegis, 
Tomahawk 

GLCM,  EDS,  NGT 

MLRS  =  Multiple  Launch  Rocket  System 
GLCM  =  Ground  Launched  Cruise  Missile 
EDS  =  European  Distribution  System 
NGT  ■  Next  Generation  Trainer 


Procedures  for  the  FY85-89  program  review  to  be  held  this  Spring  have 
been  finalized  and  included  in  the  POM  Preparation  Instructions  (PPI)  for 
FY85-89  (Reference  5).  The  upcoming  POM  review  will  conclude  the  Initiative 
#30  two-year  trial  period. 

This  report  synthesizes  our  previous  evaluations,  along  with  the  trial 
results  and  the  experience  gained  over  the  last  year  and  a  half.  Our  evalua¬ 
tion  focuses  on  three  areas: 

(1)  the  feasibility  of  identifying  support  resources  by  weapon  system, 

*LMI  evaluation  reports  were  issued  after  each  of  the  first  two  trials 
(References  3  and  4) . 


1-3 


(2)  the  feasibility  of  involving  the  program  manager  in  the  PPB  System, 
and  finally, 

(3)  the  feasibility  and  utility  of  a  consolidated  OSD  review  of  support 
requirements  and  resources  by  weapon  system. 

We  discuss  these  areas  in  Chapter  2.  Our  recommendations  for  the  final 


implementation  of  Initiative  #30  are  given  in  Chapter  3. 


2.  FINDINGS  AND  CONCLUSIONS 


MANAGEMENT  GOAL 

Initiative  #30  is  concerned  with  improving  the  management  of  major  weapon 
systems'  support  resources.  To  achieve  this  goal,  two  steps  must  be  taken. 
First,  the  required  and  the  funded  resources  in  each  of  the  support  categories 
must  be  identified,  and  the  impact  of  any  resource  shortfalls  on  system  readi¬ 
ness  quantified.  Second,  the  resource  allocation  decision-making  process, 
both  within  the  Services  and  OSD,  must  be  influenced  by  these  data  to  ensure 
that  a  balanced  level  of  funding  across  the  support  categories  is  provided. 
The  bottom-line  objective  is  to  acquire  the  highest  level  of  readiness 
possible  for  the  total  amount  of  resources  available. 

The  first  step,  that  of  identifying  and  summarizing  the  support  resource 
requirements  and  funding  for  individual  weapon  systems  during  the  Planning, 
Programming  and  Budgeting  (PPB)  cycle,  had  not  been  done  in  a  systematic  way 
prior  to  Initiative  #30.  Much  of  the  information  had  not  been  reported  regu¬ 
larly  by  weapon  system  at  all.  Instead  functional  support  categories,  such  as 
replenishment  spares  or  training  equipment,  were  reported  as  totals  that 
included  resources  for  all  weapon  systems.  Whether  or  not  allocation  to 
specific  weapons  was  adequate,  consistent  with  current  program  schedules,  or 
made  at  all,  could  not  easily  be  determined. 

Because  support  information  by  weapon  system  has  not  been  previously  re¬ 
ported  to  OSD  during  the  program  or  budget  reviews,  there  has  been  no  system¬ 
atic  review  at  the  OSD  level  of  support  for  individual  weapon  systems.  To 
varying  degrees,  the  same  has  been  true  within  the  Military  Departments.  One 
result  was  that  support  resource  decisions  made  during  OSD  reviews  could  not 
be  easily  related  to  their  effects  on  individual  weapon  systems  or  forces. 
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An  equally  serious  problem  was  that  decisions  affecting  one  category  of 
support,  such  as  spares,  were  often  made  in  isolation  from  and  inconsistent 
with  other  decisions  affecting  related  support  resources,  for  instance,  test 
equipment  and  training  devices .  This  could  result  in  an  unbalanced  support 
program  where,  for  example,  funding  for  spares  would  be  made  available  but  the 
means  to  make  proper  use  of  the  spares  would  not  be  funded.  Improving  and 
coordinating  the  review  of  support  resources  to  assure  that  a  weapon  system's 
support  is  in  balance  over  all  categories  of  support  is  the  second  step  in 
Initiative  #30. 

SERVICE  RESPONSIBILITIES 

One  of  the  primary  Military  Department  responsibilities  in  Initiative  #30 
was  to  first  identify  and  then  to  collect  the  requirements  and  funding  data  in 
each  of  the  support  categories  for  selected  weapon  systems.  A  corollary  to 
this  responsibility  is  to  assure  that  the  requirements ' are  based  on  the  readi¬ 
ness  goals  established  for  the  weapon  systems.  The  other  primary  Military 
Department  responsibility  was  to  increase  the  involvement  of  Program  Managers 
in  the  support  resource  decision  process  throughout  the  PPBS  cycle.  Experi¬ 
ence  gained  in  the  three  trial  reviews,  review  of  the  Service  implementation 
plans  provided  to  OSD  (see  Appendix  B),  and  discussions  with  Service  personnel 
are  the  basis  for  the  following  conclusions  on  Service  progress  in  these  two 
areas. 

Identifying  Requirements  and  Funding 

The  Military  Departments  demonstrated  in  the  trial  period  that  it  was 
feasible  to  identify  the  requirements  and  funding  in  most  of  the  support  cate¬ 
gories  for  the  selected  weapon  systems.  The  principal  exception  is  common 
equipment.  Resources  for  coonon  Spare  and  Repair  Parts  and,  in  some  cases. 
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for  common  Support  and  Test  Equipment  could  not  usually  be  broken  out  by 
weapon  system. 

Although  it  was  feasible  for  all  three  Military  Departments  to  identify 
most  of  the  support  resources  called  for,  it  was  difficult  for  the  Army  and 
Navy  to  do  this  routinely  because  they  do  not  have  formalized  or  fully  auto¬ 
mated  systems  that  contain  the  data.  This  made  it  necessary  to  rely  prin¬ 
cipally  on  ad  hoc  and  manual  methods  for  producing  the  data.  One  of  the 
limitations  of  these  methods  became  evident  when  the  production  rates  for 
several  weapon  systems  were  changed  late  in  the  Service  resource  allocation 
process.  Such  changes  occurred  in  the  M-l  tank  and  the  F-18  fighter  programs 
during  the  final  stages  of  POM  84-88  development.  As  a  result,  in  the  case  of 
the  M-l,  no  data  were  turned  in.  In  the  case  of  the  F-18,  only  the  FY84  data 
were  available  and  these  were  delayed.  More  structured,  automated  systems 
will  be  necessary  if  future  support  resource  determinations  are  to  be  respon¬ 
sive  enough  to  effectively  support  both  internal  Service  resource  allocation 
decisions  as  well  as  OSD  reviews. 

Two  other  factors  affect  how  readily  the  Services  can  supply  the  weapon 
system  support  data  called  for  by  Initiative  #30.  One  is  the  degree  to  which 
the  data  system  for  the  support  information  is  tied  to  the  data  systems  used 
to  develop  Service  programs  and  budgets.  The  other  is  the  extent  to  which  the 
responsibility  and  lines  of  communication  for  producing  the  support  require¬ 
ments  and  resource  information  are  clearly  defined. 

In  the  Air  Force  the  system  from  which  the  Initiative  #30  data  are  ex¬ 
tracted  is  the  system  that  is  used  in  the  programming  and  budget  process,  the 
Program  Decision  Package  (PDP)  system.  The  PDP  is  a  decision  document  that 
describes  an  independent  portion  of  the  total  Air  Force  program  (such  as  a 
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weapon  system)  in  terms  of  the  resources  needed  for  that  program  portion. 1  It 
also  describes  proposed  alternatives  to  the  current  program.  Programming 
resource  allocation  deliberations  and  decisions  are  made  in  terms  of  PDPs. 
The  PDPs  are  updated  often  (daily,  in  some  cases)  during  the  POM  development 
phase  and  on  an  as-needed  basis  throughout  the  remainder  of  the  PPBS  cycle. 
Each  PDP  is  monitored  and  kept  up  to  date  by  a  designated  PDP  monitor  on  the 
Air  Staff.  The  PDP  monitor  is  therefore  slated  to  play  a  major  role  in  imple¬ 
menting  the  Initiative.  Also  the  Assistant  Program  Manager  for  Logistics 
(APML)  is  slated  to  play  an  important  role  in  determining  and  reporting  the 
requirements  for  the  system. 

In  the  Army  the  main  data  source  for  the  trial  reviews  was  the  Functional 
Program  Decision  Increment  Package  (FPDIP)  system.  This  system  is  an  expan¬ 
sion  of  the  PDIP  system  used  in  Army  programming.  Weapon  system  PDIPs  in 
general  contain  program-associated  R&D,  Procurement  and  O&S  funding. 
Functional  PDIPs  include  funding  for  Associated  Support  Items  or  Equipment 
(ASIOE)  as  well.  The  FPDIP  could  be  a  useful  source  of  much  of  the  Initiative 
#30  data,  but  it  is  not  yet  entirely  automated  nor  does  it  cover  all  weapon 
systems  of  interest.  For  the  FY85-89  POM,  the  Army  plans  to  use  a  new  system 
to  add  ASIOE  to  weapon  system  PDIPs.  The  Army  staff  will  identify  critical 
items  of  ASIOE  and  include  them  as  nonadditive  memorandum  entries  to  the 
weapon  system  PDIPs.  This  new  system  will  be  used  for  13  systems  including 
the  9  required  for  Initiative  #30. 

For  the  development  of  the  POM  85-89  support  data,  the  Army  has  modified 
the  Modernization  Resource  Information  Submission  (MRIS),  a  document  which 
provides  the  OMA  (Operations  and  Maintenance,  Army)  and  MCA  (Military 

^PDPs  differ  from  the  FYDP  program  elements  (PEs)  in  that  a  PDP  may  con¬ 
tain  more  than  one  PE. 
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Construction,  Army)  input  to  the  PDIP.  The  modification  requires  the  use  of 
standard  cost  element  definitions  and  identifiers  by  all  of  the  Army  Major 
Commands,  and  should  make  it  easier  to  use  the  automated  MRIS  data  base  in 
implementing  Initiative  #30. 

The  Army  also  has  a  number  of  long-range  initiatives  under  way  to  improve 

the  management  of  Integrated  Logistics  Support  (ILS) .  The  basic  thrust  of 

these  initiatives  is  to  identify  and  establish  ILS  funding  needs  in  terms  that 

are  directly  relatable  to  the  Army  program  and  budget.  This  will  be  done  by 

aligning  the  elements  of  the  various  cost  and  management  structures  used  in 
2 

the  Army.  An  effort  is  also  under  way  to  assure  that  these  Army  initiatives 

3 

and  Initiative  #30  are  consistent  and  mutually  supportive.  If  successful, 
the  Army  implementation  of  Initiative  #30  as  well  as  the  Army's  internal 
management  of  ILS  will  be  greatly  strengthened. 

Because  the  Army  long-range  initiatives  are  not  yet  precisely  defined, 
the  specific  responsibilities  for  implementing  Initiative  #30  have  not  yet 
been  formally  assigned. 

The  source  for  the  Navy's  Initiative  #30  data  will  be  the  Navy's  new  ILS 
assessment  program  (Reference  6).  The  ILS  assessment  program  involves  three 
steps.  First,  project  offices  are  responsible  for  recording  the  support  re¬ 
source  requirements  for  their  system  in  the  ILS  Resource  Requirements  Format 


2 

For  example,  the  elements  of  the  Baseline  Costs  Estimate  used  in  prepa¬ 
ration  for  DSARCs  are  being  aligned  with  the  Army  Management  Structure  (AMS) 
used  in  the  PPB  system.  The  elements  of  the  Work  Breakdown  Structure  used  in 
contracting  are  also  being  aligned  with  those  in  the  AMS. 

3 

As  part  of  this  effort,  the  Army  has  suggested  changes  to  some  of  the 
definitions  of  the  support  elements  used  in  Initiative  #30.  (See  Appendix  B.) 
We  suggest  that,  although  these  changes  make  the  definitions  unnecessarily  re¬ 
strictive  for  general  use  by  all  Services,  they  be  used  by  the  Army  if  this 
will  simplify  their  implementation  of  Initiative  #30  and  tie  it  more  closely 
to  other  Army  management  systems. 
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(ILSRRF).  The  Logistics  Assessment  Sponsor  (OP401)  then  evaluates  these 
requirements  and  determines  what  funding  has  been  programmed  by  the  Navy 
Resource  Sponsors  to  meet  the  requirements.  Finally  0P401  acts  as  a  proponent 
for  the  support  funding  during  the  resource  allocation  deliberations  which 
eventually  lead  to  the  Navy  POM.  The  Navy  plans  for  the  Initiative  #30 
requirements  data  to  be  extracted  from  the  ILSRRF,  and  for  OP401  to  provide 
the  Initiative  #30  funding  data  on  the  basis  of  program  decisions.  The  data 
systems,  such  as  the  ILSRRF,  which  support  the  ILS  assessment  program  are  not 
now  automated.  It  is  also  not  clear  how  the  procedure  and  data  will  be  linked 
to  the  budgeting  phase  of  the  Navy  PPBS. 

Based  on  the  above  findings,  we  conclude  that  the  Air  Force  has  a  work¬ 
able  system  in  place  for  identifying  the  necessary  Initiative  #30  support 
data.  The  system  is  tied  into  the  Air  Force's  internal  data  systems  used  for 
the  programming  and  budgeting  process,  and  responsibilities  for  making  the 
system  work  are  well-defined  and  reasonable. 

The  Army  FPDIP  is  a  possible  source  for  Initiative  #30  data  but  the 
system  is  not  yet  fully  mature.  Further,  while  the  FPDIP  is  linked  to  the 
programming  system,  a  more  direct  link  to  the  budgeting  system  needs  to  be 
established.  A  number  of  other  longer-term  improvement  efforts  are  under  way 
which  should  eventually  contribute  to  Initiative  #30. 

The  Navy  ILS  assessment  program  is  a  good  first  step  toward  identifying 
Initiative  #30  requirements  and  funding.  The  process  is  not  automated  and 
will  require  substantial  manpower  to  make  it  work.  In  addition,  the  link  to 
budget  development  needs  further  definition.  Responsibilities  in  the  pro¬ 
gramming  phase  have  been  assigned  and  are  reasonable. 

As  a  final  observation,  the  initial  Service  difficulties  in  developing 
weapon  support  information,  as  noted  during  the  Initiative  #30  trial,  were  a 
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cause  for  concern  beyond  the  limitations  they  placed  on  the  OSD  review.  The 
more  serious  concern  is  that  an  inability  to  identify  and  track  support 
resources  during  internal  Service  PPBS  deliberations  reduces  the  chances  of 
producing  balanced  program  and  budget  proposals.  Service  progress  in  improv¬ 
ing  their  internal  ability  to  develop  timely  and  accurate  Initiative  #30  data, 
therefore,  can  be  viewed  as  progress  toward  improved  POM  and  budget 
development. 

Involving  the  Program  Manager 

A  major  goal  of  the  original  Initiative  was  to  give  the  Program  Manager 
better  visibility  of  and  a  stronger  role  in  the  resource  allocation  decisions 
that  affect  support  for  his  weapon  system.  It  was  felt  that,  in  this  way, 
Program  Managers  could  act  more  effectively  as  advocates  for  full  support  of 
their  systems. 

Program  office  personnel,  formerly  not  involved  in  overall  support  issues 
during  the  PPB  process,  have  in  some  cases  already  benefitted  from  involvement 
in  the  Initiative  #30  trials.  One  of  the  benefits  cited  was  simply  that  of 
periodically  bringing  together  all  support  resource  requirements  and  funding. 
This  produced  a  clearer  appreciation  for  the  extent  to  which  the  ultimate 
success  of  a  program  depends  on  resources  controlled  by  others.  Increased 
communication  with  other  offices  controlling  these  resources  was  also  cited  as 
a  major  benefit.  In  two  program  offices  for  weapon  systems  that  were  at  an 
early  stage  of  acquisition,  the  personnel  responsible  for  logistics  felt  that 
early  formal  identification  of  all  support  resources  requirements  would  help 
to  ensure  that  explicit  consideration  was  given  support  needs  during  subse¬ 
quent  resource  deliberations.  It  could  also  deter  shifting  of  program  funds 
from  support  to  other  portions  of  the  program. 
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In  terms  of  specific  procedures  to  involve  program  managers  more  in 
support  resource  decisions,  the  Air  Force  plan  specifically  identifies  the 
assistant  program  manager  for  logistics  (APML)  as  the  key  person  in  the  imple¬ 
mentation.  Headquarters,  Department  of  the  Army  plans  to  provide  the  Program 
Offices  with  a  "final  report"  of  support  funding  status  when  the  submissions 
are  made  to  OSD.  In  the  Navy,  Program  Managers  will  be  informed  of  what  is 
happening  to  support  resources  by  means  of  the  ILS  assessment  program.  The 
prime  Navy  focal  point  will  be  the  Logistics  Resource  sponsor  (OP-04),  who  is 
considered  a  major  advocate  for  support  in  the  Navy. 

OSD  RESPONSIBILITIES 

As  part  of  Initiative  #30,  OSD  was  required  to  conduct  a  single,  inte¬ 
grated  review  of  support  associated  with  individual  weapon  systems  during  key 
stages  of  the  PPB  process.  The  actions  taken  as  a  result  of  the  trial  reviews 
at  OSD  did  affect  the  resource  allocation  process.  For  example,  an  issue 
paper  was  written  to  correct  a  shortfall  that  had  been  identified  in  the 
support  of  the  F-18  during  the  Initiative  #30  FY84-88  program  review.  This 
issue  was  considered  and  acted  upon  by  the  Defense  Resources  Board  (DRB)  in 
its  POM  deliberations.  In  addition,  as  a  result  of  the  Initiative  #30  review 
of  the  FY84  budget,  a  PBD  was  written  to  correct  a  shortfall  in  F-18  test 
equipment.  That  PBD  was  also  acted  upon  by  the  DRB  to  correct  the  shortfall 
|  (References  7  and  8). 

The  trial  reviews  have  demonstrated,  therefore,  that  it  is  possible  for 

OSD  to  evaluate  support  issues  for  individual  weapon  systems  in  a  fashion 

timely  enough  to  influence  resource  allocation  decisions  during  POM  and  budget 

reviews.  It  was  also  shown  that  the  procedures  used  made  it  possible  to 

identify  specific  shortfalls  in  support  resources  for  individual  weapon 

systems.  Previously  the  systematic  identification  of  weapon-system-specific 

support  issues  had  not  been  possible, 
t 

! 

—  .  _  ,  ...  .  , 
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The  support  issues  identified  during  the  test  period,  however,  were 
limited  to  those  highlighted  in  the  Service  data  submissions  where  require¬ 
ments  were  shown  to  be  greater  than  funding.  The  OSD  staff  did  not  identify 
any  issues  based  on  its  own  independent  evaluation  or  verification  of  the 
support  data  provided  by  the  Services.  One  reason  was  that  the  participants 
in  the  OSD  review  were  primarily  members  of  a  limited  ad  hoc  group  established 
to  review  the  Initiative  #30  test  procedure  data  submission.  Participation  of 
all  relevant  OSD  functional  offices  did  not  take  place.  Because  of  the 
limited  participation  of  some  of  the  key  functional  offices,  the  ability  of 

OSD  to  independently  identify  issues  or  verify  requirements  across  all  nine 

4 

categories  was  not  demonstrated. 

The  focus  and  staff  effort  within  0ASD(MRA&L)  during  program  and  budget 
reviews  is  almost  totally  concerned  with  functional  issues  involving  the 
Military  Departments'  supply  system,  transportation  system,  training  base, 
depot  structure,  maintenance  system,  etc.  Therefore,  during  the  trial  review 
the  effort  applied  to  evaluating  the  adequacy  of  these  support  functions  for 
individual  weapon  system  or  military  force  units^  was  extremely  limited. 
While  generic  functional  issues  are  of  great  importance  and  must  continue  to 
be  treated,  it  is  our  belief  that  a  more  balanced  review  process,  including 
increased  attention  to  weapon  systems  would  be  more  productive  and  more 
effective.  Initiative  #30  requires  OSD  to  conduct  integrated  reviews  of 

_ 

A  special  review  of  support  for  the  F-18  was  conducted  during  the  FY84 
budget  review.  Representatives  from  functional  offices  within  0ASD(MRA&L)  and 
from  OASD(C)  attended  the  review  and  the  PBD  on  the  F-18  resulted.  Even  in 
this  review,  however,  there  was  a  limited  ability  to  verify  the  requirements 
and  the  funding  which  the  Navy  presented. 

^Since  certain  aspects  of  the  operation  and  support  of  specific  weapon 
systems  are  best  viewed  in  the  context  of  their  organizational  force  units 
(e.g.,  tank  battalions  or  aircraft  squadrons),  the  term  weapon  system  in  this 
context  means  individual  weapons  or  their  appropriate  force  units. 
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individual  weapon  support  data  at  key  points  in  the  PPB  process;  it  also 
provides  OSD  an  opportunity  to  rebalance  its  review  and  evaluation  efforts  and 
place  more  emphasis  on  weapon  systems. 

We  believe  more  attention  to  specific  weapon  systems  within  all 
functional  0ASD(MRA&1)  staff  offices  would  be  beneficial  for  three  reasons. 
First,  it  would  assure  that  the  functional  expertise  within  OSD  is  more 
effectively  brought  to  bear  on  important,  technical  support  issues.  It  is 
within  the  functional  offices  that  most  expertise  in  supply,  maintenance, 
training,  etc.,  resides.  With  the  active  participation  of  these  offices  in 
the  review  of  Initiative  #30  data,  it  is  more  likely  that  their  experience  and 
skills  will  be  brought  to  bear. 

Second,  there  are  few  major  support  issues  of  concern  to  OSD  that  are 
limited  to  one  functional  area.  The  increasing  interdependence  of  supply, 
maintenance,  training,  and  test  equipment,  and  the  opportunities  for 
trade-offs  among  these  areas  means  that  support  issues  are  generally  system 
issues.  As  an  illustration  of  this  point,  during  the  Initiative  #30  trial 
period,  an  unrelated  study  (Reference  9)  of  M-l  maintenance  requirements  was 
conducted.  That  study  determined  that  over  70  percent  of  nondivisional 
maintenance  for  the  M-l  tank  has  been  assigned  to  Army  National  Guard  and  Army 
Reserve  units.  Even  though  there  were  no  identifiable  resources  in  the  Army 
program  or  budget  to  train  these  units  or  to  provide  tools,  test  equipments, 
spare  parts,  and  technical  manuals,  the  support  shortfall  was  not  identified 
by  any  of  the  cognizant  OSD  functional  offices.  A  stronger  weapon  system 
perspective  and  a  more  integrated  review  would  make  this  kind  of  support 
imbalance  more  visible  during  Initiative  #30  reviews.  The  fact  that  this 
problem  also  escaped  notice  within  the  Army  suggests  that  it,  too,  could 
benefit  from  a  stronger  weapon  system  perspective  when  programming  and 
budgeting  for  support. 
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Finally,  a  stronger  weapon  system  perspective  would  help  provide  a  link 
between  support  resources  and  military  readiness,  the  "bottom  line"  of  DoD 
output.  Generic  support  functions  are  of  no  value  in  and  of  themselves;  their 
value  can  only  be  measured  in  terms  of  how  well  they  support  weapons  and 
forces  in  carrying  out  their  missions.  The  training  system  would  have  failed, 
no  matter  how  smoothly  or  efficiently  it  operates,  if  maintenance  technicians 
cannot  fix  tanks.  The  supply  system  would  have  failed,  no  matter  how  well 
back-orders  are  handled,  if  lack  of  essential  parts  keep  aircraft  from  flying. 
Ultimately,  a  weapon  system  focus  is  necessary  to  evaluate  and  balance  the  sum 
total  of  support  resources. 

SUMMARY 

The  procedures  tested  in  the  trial  reviews  were  successful  and 
beneficial.  They  demonstrated  that  the  two  basic  steps  required  to  meet  the 
management  goal  of  Initiative  #30  were  feasible.  Specifically,  the  necessary 
support  resource  data  on  requirements  and  funding  for  specific  weapon  systems 
can  be  identified,  and  these  data  can  be  used  by  OSD  to  influence  the  resource 
allocation  decisions  made  during  the  PPBS  cycle  to  help  balance  the  support 
programs  for  selected  weapon  systems. 

The  success  of  the  trial  reviews  was  qualified,  however,  by  the  diffi¬ 
culty  the  Army  and  Navy  experienced  in  developing  the  necessary  data,  and  the 
limited  ability  of  OSD  to  independently  validate  the  support  requirements. 
Recommendations  to  address  these  deficiencies  and  to  move  from  trial  proce¬ 
dures  to  final  implementation  are  given  in  the  next  chapter. 
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3.  RECOMMENDATIONS 


To  make  it  possible  for  DoD  to  carry  through  the  management  intent  of 
Initiative  #30,  to  identify  the  support  resources  required  by  specific  weapons 
and  to  influence  the  resource  allocation  process  so  that  balanced  support 
resources  are  made  available,  we  recommend  that: 

(1)  the  Initiative  #30  process  be  continued  and  the  procedures  used  in 
the  trial  reviews  be  formalized  and  implemented  in  future  PPB 
cycles. 

To  take  full  advantage  of  this  action,  we  also  recommend  that: 

(2)  OSD  strengthen  its  weapon  system  perspective  so  that  it  can  more 
effectively  review  and  validate  weapon-system-specific  support 
requirements;  and 

(3)  OSD  monitor  the  progress  of  the  Military  Departments  in  completing 
and  acting  upon  their  plans  to  improve  their  internal  management  of 
weapon  systems  support. 

Implementation  should  ultimately  result  in  more  effectively  supported  weapon 
systems  and  greater  readiness  in  the  field  than  is  achieved  by  the  present 
management  system. 

PROCEDURES 

The  procedures  that  we  recommend  be  formalized  are  those  that  have  been 
included  in  the  FY85-89  POM  Preparation  Instructions  (PPI)  and  those  used 
during  the  FY84  budget  review.  (The  text  of  those  procedures  and  their 
genealogy  are  given  in  Appendix  C.)  The  procedures  specify  the  weapon  system 
support  requirements  and  funding  data  to  be  provided  by  the  Services  to  OSD, 
the  categories  in  which  the  data  should  be  supplied,  and  when  the  data  should 
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be  provided.  Trial  reviews  have  shown  the  procedures  to  be  workable  and  to 
provide  useful  and  timely  information. 

OSD  WEAPON  SYSTEM  PERSPECTIVE 

OSD  should  strengthen  its  weapon  system  (vice  functional  or  appropria¬ 
tion)  perspective  in  order  to  use  the  information  provided  by  Initiative  #30 
to  the  greatest  benefit.  To  do  so  will  require  functional  offices  within 
OASD(MRA&L)  to  concentrate  more  time  and  effort  on  specific  weapon  system 
support  issues  than  they  have  in  the  past.  We  recognize  that  expending  more 
effort  on  specific  weapon  systems  requires  either  more  staff  or  a  reallocation 
of  existing  staff  effort.  However,  we  believe  such  an  adjustment  will 
ultimately  benefit  not  only  OSD's  Initiative  #30  effort,  but  also  its  overall 
review  and  evaluation  responsibilities. 

SERVICE  IMPLEMENTATION  PLANS 

OSD  should  monitor  the  progress  of  the  Military  Departments  in  completing 
and  acting  upon  their  implementation  plans.  At  the  present  time,  none  of  the 
Military  Departments  has  a  final,  workable  implementation  plan.  The  Air  Force 
does  have  a  draft  plan  that  is  well  structured  and  appears  workable;  if  its 
final  plan  contains  the  elements  of  the  draft  plan,  it  will  satisfy  the  intent 
of  Initiative  #30. 

OSD  should  also  require  periodic  updates  of  the  Military  Departments' 
implementation  plans  until  final,  workable  versions  are  completed. 
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APPENDIX  A 

SUPPORT  CATEGORY  DEFINITIONS 


SUPPORT  CATEGORY  DEFINITIONS 


Spares  and  Repair  Parts  -  Includes  reparables,  both  GFE  and  CFE,  and 
consumables  (to  the  extent  identifiable  by  weapon  system)  needed  for 
initial  outfittings  and  h'.gher  echelon  pipelines.  Also  includes  re¬ 
plenishment  and  war  reserve  spares. 

Support  and  Test  Equipment  (S&TE)  -  Includes  development  and  procurement 
of  peculiar  SATE  (e.g.,  test  program  sets)  and  major  items  of  common  S&TZ 
(automated  test  station,  fuel  storage  and  handling  equipment,  etc.) 
required  for  the  new  system. 

Training  and  Training  Devices  -  Includes  development  (to  the  extent 
separately  identifiable  in  existing  PM  or  training  developer  data 
sources)  and  procurement  of  both  operator  and  maintainer  training  courses 
and  materials,  simulators  and  other  training  devices,  and  factory 
training. 

Publications/Tech  Dat^  -  Includes  development  and  procurement  of  operator 
manuals,  maintenance  manuals  for  each  echelon  of  maintenance,  and  other 
technical  data  (drawings,  parts  breakdowns,  etc.) 

Depot  Repair  -  Includes  labor,  material  and  overhead  for  both  organic  and 
contractor  depot  maintenance. 

Contractor  Support  -  Includes  all  funding  for  contractor  repair  and  other 
technical  services  associated  with  below-depot  maintenance.  Also 
includes  contractor  management  of  maintenance  and  supply  services. 

facilities  -  Includes  all  MILCON- funded  new  construction  and  facilities 
modification  identified  as  support  requirements  for  the  new  system 
(except  production  facilities). 

ILS  Management/Ana lysis  -  Includes  development/revision  of  manpower, 
training  and  support  plans;  logistic  support  analysis;  and  analysis  of 
test  and  early  field  data  to  determine  needed  logistics  improvements. 

Other  Support-Related  Requirements  -  Includes  development  and  procurement 
funding  for  support-related  engineering  change  orders  and  product 
improvements  (e.g.,  R&M  Improvement  Program)  or  other  special  programs 
(e.g.,  software  maintenance  equipment). 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

OFFICE  OF  THE  DEPUTY  CHIEF  OF  STAFF 
FOR  RESEARCH.  DEVELOPMENT.  AND  ACQUISITION 
WASHINGTON.  D.C.  20310 

DRAFT 


DAMA-PPM-A 


MEMORANDUM  THRU  CHIEF  OF  STAFF,  ARMY 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE  ARMY  (RESEARCH, 
DEVELOPMENT  AND  ACQUISITION) 

FOR  DIRECTOR,  WEAPONS  SUPPORT,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
(MANPOWER,  RESERVE  AFFAIRS  AND  LOGISTICS) 

SUBJECT:  Management  of  Initial  Support  Funding  for  Major  Systems  (Status  Update 
of  Implementation  for  Major  and  Less  Than  Major  Systems) 


1.  As  expressed  in  the  6  Dec  S2  DAMA-PPM-A  Memo  to  your  office,  subject: 
Formalizing  Initiative  30  in  POM  Preparation  Instructions,  the  Army  was  concerned  that 
an  ongoing  effort  in  the  ILS  resources  arena  might  affect  the  support  elements  we 
reported  under  Carlucci  Initiative  30.  The  results  of  the  Army's  reviews  to  display  ILS  in 
PMCS  (para  3)  and  to  align  the  elements  of  the  Baseline  Cost  Estimate  (BCE)  with 
financial  elements  of  the  Army  Management  Structure  (AMS)  are  not  yet  fully  staffed;  in 
fact,  the  feasibility  of  the  contemplated  initiatives  is  still  being  determined.  However, 
sufficient  progress  has  occurred  to  enable  a  more  comprehensive  review  of  the  support 
element  definitions.  The  changes  envisioned  by  the  Army's  reviews  are  generally 
compatible  with  the  support  elements  as  defined  for  Initiative  30.  But,  in  order  to  refocus 
the  reported  data  on  the  initial  aspect  of  ILS,  as  opposed  to  the  follow-on  sustaining 
efforts,  and  to  align  the  reported  data  with  the  changes  anticipatedjSur  ongoing  efforts, 
the  Army  requests  the  following  changes  to  the  support  element  definitions  for  Carlucci 
Initiative  30: 

a.  Spares  and  Repair  Parts  -  Delete  "Also  includes  replenishment  and  war  reserve 
spares".  Rationale:  Deleted  items  are  clearly  associated  with  follow-on  sustaining 
support  and  not  initial  provisioning. 

b.  Depot  Repair  -  Delete  entire  definition.  Rationale:  As  presently  written,  this 
element  is  primarily  directed  at  the  follow-on  sustaining  support  of  a  system  and  not 
initial  support  as  it  should  be.  Definition  should  read:  "Includes  funding  required  to 
develop  and  procure  required  depot  maintenance  equipment  and  capability  including  Depot 
Maintenance  Plant  Equipment". 

c.  Contractor  Support  -  Delete  entire  definition.  Rationale:  As  presently  written, 
this  element  encompasses  both  the  initial  support  and  the  subsequent  sustaining  support. 
Definition  should  read:  "Includes  funding  for  the  development  and  procurement  of 
contractor  support  packages  (trained  contractor  representatives/technical  services 
associated  with  below-depot  maintenance)  required  concurrently  with  the  fielding 
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DAMA-PPM-A 

SUBJECT:  Management  of  Initial  Support  Funding  for  Major  Systems  (Status  Update 
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of  a  system.  Also  includes  associated  contractor  management  efforts." 

d.  Facilities  -  In  order  to  be  consistent  with  Army  definitions  used  in  reporting 
system-specific  MCA  in  Selected  Acquisition  Reports,  Unit  Cost  Reports,  and  Congres¬ 
sional  Data  Sheets  the  following  standard  should  be  applied  to  a  facilities  project  before 
reporting  it  and  the  standard  should  be  added  to  the  definition  for  the  facilities  support 
element:  "If  a  given  facility  would  not  exist  if  the  system  did  not  exist,  then  funding  for 
that  facility  is  reflected.  If  the  project  is  general  in  nature  or  cites  more  than  one 
system,  then  that  project  is  considered  to  be  non-system  specific  and  is  not  to  be 
included." 

2.  On  29  Sep  S2  the  Army's  Development  and  Readiness  Command  (DARCOM)  completed 
a  comprehensive  analysis  of  existing  1LS  policies,  plans,  and  procedures.  As  a  direct 
result  of  this  study  the  Army  has  undertaken  efforts  to  consider  the  lack  of  visibility  of 
funding  identifiable  to  both  ILS  management  functions  and  support  acquisition.  Another 
initiative  presently  being  studied  is  to  reflect  separate  lines  of  display  (test  equipment, 
ILS  management,  sy<  ns  support  packages,  etc.)  for  funding  and  detail  reporting  in 
contractual  documents  Work  Breakdown  Structure  and  the  Army  Management  Structure. 
Complete  staffing  and  identification  of  alternatives,  risks,  methods,  coverage,  and 
phasing  has  not  yet  occurred.  The  culmination  of  these  efforts  may  result  in  an  ILS 
resource  reporting  system  with  universal  application  to  all  developing  systems  and  tied 
directly  into  the  Army's  financial  reporting  structure.  Working  level  meetings  and 
informal  discussions  are  occurring  within  the  Army  to  maximize  consistency  among  this 
effort,  Carlucci  Initiative  30,  and  the  initiative  to  align,  as  appropriate,  elements  of  the 
BCE  with  the  financial  management  elements  of  the  AMS.  It  is  emphasized  that  efforts 
to  date  still  require  definitive  staffing. 

3.  ILS  management  and  ILS  organizations  within  DARCOM,  the  Army's  principal  material 
developer,  have  received  increased  emphasis  as  a  result  of  the  DARCOM  ILS  Study.  Of 
particular  significance  to  Carlucci  Initiative  30  is  the  impetus  under  PMCS  to  clearly 
identify  ILS  funds  and  maintain  a  clear  audit  trail  of  management  decisions  affecting 
these  resources.  The  PMCS  is  now  expected  to  monitor  23  systems  at  DARCOM  level  and 
17  systems  at  DARCOM  Major  Subordinate  Command(MSC)  level.  The  Army's  Program 
Management  Control  System  is  designed  to  define  program  objectives,  increase  discipline 
in  the  materiel  acquisition  process,  track  program  execution  against  general  elements  of 
approved  acquisition  strategy,  and  provide  increased  visibility  of  program  trends  and 
earlier  identification  of  decision  alternatives. 

a.  The  Annual  Execution  Plan  (AEP)  for  each  system  is  composed  of  five  sections 
addressing  I  -  Schedule/Quantity,  II  -  Contract  Planning,  III  -  Technicai/ILS,  IV  -  Resource 
Plan,  and  V  -  Execution  Plan.  ILS  funding  is  specifically  addressed  in  Section  IV  and 
includes  those  organic  and/or  contract  costs/estimates  necessary  to  perform  the  manage¬ 
ment  and  technical  activities  of  ILS  Management  and  Acquisition  of  Support  Capability 
for: 

(1)  Design  Influence  and  Integration 

(2)  Maintenance  Planning 

(3)  Manpower  and  Personnel 

(4)  Supply  Support 
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(5)  Support  Equipment  and  Test  Measurement  and  Diagnostic  Equipment  (TMDE) 

(6)  Training  and  Training  Devices 

(7)  Technical  Data 

(8)  Computer  Resource  Support 

(9)  Package,  Handling,  and  Storage 

(10)  Tranportation  and  Transportability 

(11)  Facilities 

(12)  Standardization  and  Interoperability 

(13)  ILS  Management 

The  required,  programmed,  and  appropriated  funds  for  each  applicable  product/task  under 
each  ILS  element  may  be  consolidated  by  the  applicable  appropriation  and  reported  as  a 
single  resource  line  for  ILS. 

b.  The  Monthly  Status  Report  composed  of  four  sections,  also  addresses  the  ILS 
aspects  of  a  system.  In  Section  11  (Technical/ILS),  attainment  of  any  technical/ILS 
parameters  previously  reported  in  the  AEP  are  reported.  For  each  parameter  where  the 
latest  estimate  falls  below  the  planned  value,  the  report  will  reflect  get  well  actions.  In 
Section  IV  (PM's  Personal  Assessment),  the  PM  will  provide  a  subjective  assessment  of  the 
state  of  his  program.  Eleven  areas  receive  monthly  assessments  using  the  evaluation  of  S 
(satisfactory),  M  (marginal),  or  U  (unsatisfactory)  for  each  area.  The  PM  will  provide  a 
narrative  explanation  of  any  area  that  is  not  satisfactory.  One  area,  entitled  ILS,  requires 
the  PM  to  assess  the  ILS  aspects  of  the  program  which  are  necessary  to  insure  the 
supportability  of  the  item.  This  specifically  includes  the  adequacy  of  funding  resources, 
facilities,  supplies  and  equipment  necessary  to  develop  and  sustain  the  program.  The 
general  health  of  the  ILS  program  and  the  operational  training  support  will  be  addressed. 
Evaluators  to  be  used  are: 

(1)  Satisfactory  -  Program  is  projected  to  be  logistically  supportable  within  the 
approved  Cost  Baseline  by  the  First  Unit  Equipped  (FUE)  date  (and  supportable  there¬ 
after).  Consideration  has  been  given  to  factors  such  as  maintenance  support;  manpower 
and  personnel;  supply;  supply  support;  support  equipment  and  TMDE;  training  and  training 
devices;  technical  publications;  computer  resources  support;  packaging,  handling  and 
storage;  transportation  and  transportability;  facilities;  and  spares  and  repair  parts. 

(2)  Marginal  -  Program  is  not  projected  to  be  logistically  supportable  within  the  cost 
baseline  but  corrective  actions  have  been  identified  and  are  within  local  authority/capa¬ 
bility.  This  status  may  occur  because  required  logistic  support  has  not  been  adequately 
defined;  scheduled  logistic  support  activities  have  slipped  suspense  dates;  etc. 

(3)  Unsatisfactory  -  Program  is  not  projected  to  be  logistically  supportable  within 
the  Cost  Baseline.  Required  corrective  actions  are  beyond  local  authority/capability,  or 


B-3 


DRAFT 


DAMA-PPM-A 

SUBJECT:  Management  of  Initial  Support  Funding  forMajor  Systems  (Status  Update 
Implementation  for  Major  and  Less  Than  Major  Systems) 

cannot  be  identified. 

c.  The  PMCS  has  a  built  in  safeguard  to  essentially  protect  ILS  funding  resources. 
The  PMCS  is  ratified  at  DARCOM  and  Department  of  the  Army  level  to  preclude  the  use 
of  that  identified  ILS  funding  for  any  other  purpose.  This  will  both  stabilize  and  discipline 
our  ILS  efforts  for  those  systems  under  PMCS. 

d.  Those  changes  to  the  Work  Breakdown  Structure  and  Army  Management  Structure, 
which  may  be  implemented  as  a  result  of  the  effort  described  in  paragraph  2,  will  be 
reflected  in  the  PMCS  in  order  to  maintain  consistency  throughout  the  Army's  ILS  reports. 

4.  Subsequent  to  the  Fall  1982  trial  run,  HQ  DARCOM  requested  feedback  from  the  PM 
Offices  (PMO)  of  the  three  systems  reported  in  the  trial.  As  a  result  of  this  Lessons 
Learned  Report,  HQDA  has  undertaken  to  provide  appropriation  data  from  DA  data  bases 
concomitant  with  the  report  requirement.  HQDA  will  also  "close  the  loop"  with  the  PMOs 
by  furnishing  final  reports  back  to  the  PMO.  This  will  provide  information  to  the  PMO's 
on  those  last  minute  adjustments  to  programs  which  are  a  part  of  the  real  world.  This 
initiative  is  being  tested  during  the  ongoing  POM  85-89  development.  This  effort  has  the 
potential  to  substantial  improve  the  PM's  visibility  of  funding  resources  associated  with 
his  system,  particularly  since  it  is  tied  directly  into  the  primary  HQDA  data  bases. 

5.  The  Modernization  Resource  Information  Submission  (MRIS)  in  support  of  POM  85-89 
development  utilized  modified  procedures  which  required  the  use  of  standard  cost  element 
definitions  and  identifiers  by  all  MACOM’s.  This  has  enormous  utility  in  implementing 
Carlucci  Initiative  30  for  all  229  systems  included  in  the  automated  MRIS  data  base.  It  is 
this  standardization  which  has  enabled  HQDA  to  provide  PMO’s  the  MCA  and  OMA 
funding  data  described  in  paragraph  4;  it  also  enables  the  PMO  to  see  the  support  data  as 
it  survives  the  HQDA  reviews.  As  noted  in  the  Army's  last  status  update  in  Duly  82,  the 
MRIS  process  is  a  key  element  in  the  Army's  implementation  of  Initiative  30  for  all 
systems. 

6.  As  discussed  in  the  6  Duly  82  status  update,  Associated  Support  Items  of  Equipment 
(ASIOE)  are  a  primary  concern  of  PM's.  Program  Development  Increment  Packages 
(PDIP's)  for  Other  Procurement  Army  (OPA)  items  in  the  Army's  procurement  data  base 
are  structured  into  generic  categories.  In  this  manner,  like  items  are  grouped  together 
and  managed  more  efficiently.  However,  a  requirement  still  exists  to  relate  these  PDIP's 
to  a  designated  system  PDIP.  To  accomplish  this,  a  memo  system  has  been  developed 
which  permits  a  "crosswalk"  in  the  data  base  between  PDIP's  and  permits  reports  for 
decision  making  to  display  critical  items  of  support  equipment  with  the  major  system. 
This  memo  system  is  being  used  to  support  thirteen  systems  (including  all  nine  Army 
systems  identified  in  the  draft  POM  Preparation  Instructions  for  POM  85-89  for  Initiative 
30)  and  involves  a  total  of  33  PDIP's.  Only  those  OPA  items  deemed  critical  by  the  Army 
Staff  to  the  primary  system  are  included  in  the  memo  entry  to  the  system  PDIP.  The 
dollars  displayed  are  non-additive  to  the  primary  system  PDIP  generating  the  requirement 
but  remain  a  part  of  the  value  of  the  generic  OPA  PDIP. 

7.  From  the  preceding  discussion  it  should  be  apparent  that  considerable  progress  has 
occurred  in  meeting  both  the  spirit  and  the  letter  of  Carlucci  Initiative  30.  Although 
several  of  the  Army's  efforts  are  not  short  term  fixes,  they  involve  and  address  the  basic 
structure  for  managing  support  resources.  These  efforts  will  eventually  provide  the 
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greatest  payoffs  to  the  Army.  However,  as  discussed,  the  Army  has  made  significant 
adjustments  to  its  present  system  in  order  to  provide  better  focus  toward  achieving  the 
objectives  of  Initiative  30. 

FOR  THE  DEPUTY  CHIEF  OF  STAFF  FOR  RESEARCH,  DEVELOPMENT  AND 
ACQUISITION: 
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FOR  DIRECTOR,  WEAPONS  SUPPORT,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE  (MANPOWER, 
RESERVE  AFFAIRS  AND  LOGISTICS) 


SUBJECT:  Management  of  Initial  Support  Funding  for  Major  Systems  (Sumnary 
Report) 


1.  References: 

a.  DEPSECDEF  Memorandum,  30  April  1981,  Subject:  Improving  tne  Acquisition 
Process . 


o.  OSD  Memorandum  for  the  Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments,  1  June 
1981,  Subject:  Program  Management  Control  Over  Logistic  Support  Resources. 

c.  DoD  Acquisition  Improvement  Task  Force  Report,  23  Deceiver  1981,  Subject: 
Final  Report  on  the  Task  Force  on  Acquisition  Improvements. 

d.  OASD(MRAiL)  Memorandum  for  Distribution  dated  30  April  1981,  Subject: 
Minutes  of  Initiative  #  30  Steering  Group  Meeting,  27  April  1982. 

e.  OAMA-PPM  Memorandum  dated  30  September  1981  to  the  Special  Assistant 
for  Weapon  Support,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Manpower,  Reserve  Affairs 
and  Logistics),  Subject:  Interim  Report  on  Initiative  #  30,  DEPSECDEF  30  April 
1981  Memorandum. 

2.  "Issue  G",  Ref  l.a..  Identified  the  following  three  programing  and  budgeting 
problems  as  disincentives  for  program  managers  to  provide  system  support  and 
readiness: 

a.  Support  program  and  budget  requirements  are  based  upon  experience' 
related  measures  unrelated  to  readiness. 

b.  The  budget  is  reviewed  by  appropriation.  Budget  decisions  in  these 
accounts  occur  without  visibility  of  the  impact  on  individual  systems  support 
or  readiness. 

c.  Some  weapon  support  funds  (spares,  training,  depot)  are  controlled  by 
activities  not  visible  to  the  program  manager,  and  their  priorities  do  not 
always  match  those  of  the  program  manager. 
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3.  The  OEPSECDEF,  in  response  to  this  problem, directed  that  the  Services  submit 
with  the  POM  support  resource  requirements  and  readiness  objectives  for  weapon 
systems  entering  or  in  early  production,  and  OSD  conduct  a  single  review  of 
support  associated  with  individual  systems.  It  was  further  directed  that  the 
Services  develop  procedures  giving  the  PM  more  control  of  support  resources, 
funding, and  execution.  Services  were  also  to  develop  implementing  approaches 

to  deal  with  the  PPBS  disincentives  Identified  in  the  issue.  The  basic  concept 
was  to  give  the  PM  a  voice  in  support  resource  allocation  and  budget  execution 
process  through  increased  and  centralized  resource  visibility  and  cooordi nation 
by  the  PM  on  changes  to  his  plans. 

4.  Ref  l.b.  implemented  the  OEPSECDEF  decision  by  tasking  the  Services  to 
develop  procedures  giving  the  PM  a  greater  voice  in  support  resource  allocation 
and  budget  execution.  It  further  directed  OSD  work  with  the  Services  to  develop 
procedures  for  a  coordinated  program  and  budget  review  of  support  requirements 
for  individual  systems  to  Insure  decisions  on  support  elements  are  made  with 
full  appreciation  of  readiness  and  support  Impacts. 

5.  Ref  l.c.  was  prepared  In  December  1981  after  a  high  level  review  of  progress 
on  all  the  Carlucci  Initiatives.  The  report  acknowledged  the  Services'  ability 
to  track  a  significant  number  of  weapon  system  support  elements,  and  to  identify 
shortfalls  in  support  funding.  This  was  demonstrated  during  the  OSD-directed 
trial  review  of  support  resources  associated  with  the  Ml  Tank  and  the  AH  64 
Apache  Attack  Helicopter.  The  report  also  acknowledged  some  barriers  to  imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  initiative.  These  included  the  following: 

a.  The  title  to  the  initiative  in  that  it  prescribed  PM  control  over 
support  resources. 

b.  Services'  concern  for  over-management  by  OSD. 

c.  Some  categories  of  support  funding  affecting  weapon  systems  are  not 
easily  identifiable  nor  can  they  be  readily  identified  with  specific  weapon 
systems. 

6.  The  following  actions  were  taken  in  response  to  the  barriers  cited  above: 

a.  The  title  of  the  Initiative  was  changed  to  “Management  of  Initial 
Support  Funding  for  Major  Systems". 

b.  Clarification  was  added  to  the  effect  that  the  intent  of  the 
initiative  was  to  give  the  PK  greater  coordination  but  not  necessarily 
control  over  support  resources. 

c.  The  Services  were  required  to  develop  internal  procedures  for  increased 
PM  involvement  in  budget  execution  and  implement  those  procedures  on  a  trial 
basis  by  1  June  1982.  Ref  1  .d.  tasks  the  Services  to  submit  a  written  report 
on  Initiative  #30  implementation  (including  programing,  budgeting  and  budget 
execution)  and  the  schedule  for  implementation  of  each  of  the  elements  of  tne 
initiative. 
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7.  PM  offices  participating  in  the  OSD-directed  POM  and  budget  reviews 
expressed  general  satisfaction  with  the  degree  of  visibility  and  influence 
they  exercise  over  support  resources  intended  to  prepare  their  systems  for 
fielding.  They  demonstrated  that  they  are  able  to  identify  the  support 
resources  associated  with  their  programs  in  the  necessary  detail,  in  a 
reasonable  time  frame  and  with  sufficient  accuracy  given  the  volatility 

of  the  programing  and  budgeting  process.  They  consider  themselves  particu¬ 
larly  influential  in  the  areas  of  wholesale  supply,  training  base,  training, 
tech  data  (manual s/LSA),  special  tools  and  test  sets,  training  devices  and 
materiel  fielding  cost.  In  general,  they  have  the  funding  flexibility  and 
visibility  over  most  support  elements  that  Impact  their  systems.  The  prin¬ 
cipal  concern  most  often  expressed  pertained  to  the  procurement  of  end  items 
of  equipment  required  to  support  their  respective  weapon  systems  once  fielded. 

8.  The  DA  funded  items  to  which  the  PM  makes  reference  are  major  end  items 
of  equipment  required  to  support  new  systems  fielding.  These  are  further 
classified  as  either  components  or  associated  support  items  or  equipment  (ASIOEJ. 

a.  Components  are  major  end  Items  of  equipment  issued  as  part  of  the  Basis 
Of  Issue  Plan  (BOIP)  item  configuration  not  listed  separately  in  the  BOIP,  TOE 
and  TAADS  documents. 

b.  ASIOE  are  also  end  items  of  equipment  required  to  operate  and  maintain 
BOIP  items  authorized  separately  In  TOE/TAADS  documents. 

9.  By  Ref  l.e.  we  informed  ASD(MRAiL)  that  it  was  the  Army's  intention  to 
capture  and  make  visible  this  particular  support  element  through  the  expansion 
and  further  refinement  of  the  ARSTAF  functional  programing  initiative,  which 
in  the  end  will  produce  a  single  docunent  with  all  support  information  asso¬ 
ciated  with  a  particular  system,  to  be  used  by  the  PM  as  well  as  all  other 
acquisition  managers.  There  has  been  some  progress  towards  this  realization. 

The  number  of  functional  program  development  increment  packages  has  increased 
from  9  to  15,  and  the  number  of  conmion  items  of  equipment  identifiable  with 
these  major  systems  has  also  increased.  ODCSRDA  has  assuned  responsibility  fo~ 
functional  programing  on  the  ARSTAF,  and  the  Department  of  the  Army  Systems 
Coordinator  (DASC)  has  been  assigned  functional  programing  responsibility  for 
his  weapon  system.  However,  present  PPB  procedures  do  not  accomnodata  tracking 
the  very  considerable  number  of  comnon  items  of  equipment  necessary  to  support 
fielding  of  a  major  system.  Consequently,  wider  application  of  functional 
programing  has  been  constrained.  This  limitation  is  being  addressed,  but  the 
time  required  for  solution  is  not  yet  apparent.  Consequently,  a  milestone 
schedule  for  full  implementation  cannot  presently  be  stated.  However,  this  does 
not  imply  the  Army  is  without  a  near  tern  capability  to  track  and  provide  visi¬ 
bility  to  both  components  and  coninon  items.  On  the  contrary,  the  data  inter¬ 
change  system  is  the  mechanism  which  the  Army  currently  relies  upon  to  plan, 
program  ana  sudget  for  procurement  of  component  equipment.  Data  interchange 

is  a  function  that  occurs  among  the  materiel  developers'  suborSirtAia 
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eosmands  to  exchange  supply  data  on  procurement  appropriation  funded  major 
end  items  that  are  required  by  one  comnand  and  managed  and  procured  by  another. 
It  was  designed  as  a  management  tool  for  major  item  managers  and  is  the  means 
by  which  the  materiel  developer  informs  the  procuring  comnand  of  the  need  for 
support  items  to  insure  successful  fielding  of  his  system.  The  principal 
players  in  the  process  are: 

a.  Materiel  Developer  -  Materiel  Development  Command  (MOC)  Project 
Manager,  Product  Manager  or  other  US  Arn\y  agency  introducing  new  systems 
and/or  replacement  systems  into  the  US  Army  inventory. 

b.  Requesting  Command  -  The  command  that  manages  a  major  end  item  which 
requires  other  major  end  items  for  support  which  are  procured  by  another 
conmand. 


c.  Procuring  Command  -  The  Materiel  Readiness  Command  responsible  for 
the  procurement  of  iJA  funded  items  in  support  of  another  command's  major 
end  i  tern. 

10.  The  PM  prepares  the  initial  interchange  data.  It  is  submitted  to  the 
appropriate  Materiel  Readiness  Comnand  (MRC)  and  subsequently  to  Depot  Systems 
Conmand  (DESCOM)  where  it  is  entered  into  the  standard  study  nunber  cross 
reference  file.  Within  ten  working  days  of  receipt  of  the  data  Interchange 
information,  the  item  manager  of  the  component  item  will  notify  the  requesting 
conmand  of  asset  availability.  The  entire  process  does  not  exceed  thirty 
days.  Additionally,  the  standard  study  number  cross  reference  file  is  updated 
quarterly,  thus  providing  the  PM  excellent  visibility,  but  not  control  of  the 
availability  of  component  Items  intended  to  support  his  system.  Data  inter¬ 
change  can  also  be  completed  for  ASIOE  items  that  are  "system  unique",  i.e., 
were  not  associated  with  an  old  system  being  replaced,  but  will  be  needed  for 
the  BO  IP  systems.  ASIOE  listed  on  data  interchange  are  "fenced”  as  are  compo¬ 
nents,  but  since  they  are  found  on  the  80IP  there  is  no  need  to  double  count 
when  the  SSN  is  run  with  the  LQGSACS  to  generate  AMP  requi rements .  The  impact 
here  is:  (1)  The  ASIOE  is  fenced,  and,  (2)  the  item  manager  is  aware  of  the  major 
weapon  system  claimant  for  a  specified  part  of  the  total  requirement. 

* 

11.  The  processing  procedures  for  ASIOE  or  conmon  items  follow  a  different 
process  enroute  to  Inclusion  in  the  Army  Materiel  Plan  gross  requirements.  This 
process  as  compared  to  the  process  for  component  items  is  shown  at  Tab  A.  The 
PM  also  prepares  the  input  data  for  conmon  items  concurrent  with  the  basis  of 
issue  plan  feeder  data.  The  two  documents  must  be  compatible.  They  are 
submitted  through  the  Equipment  Authorization  Review  Activity  (EARA)  and 
subsequently  to  US  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Comnand  (TRADOC)  where  they  are 
entered  into  the  basis  of  issue  elan  file  and  ultimately  into  the  Logistics 
Structure  Composition  System  (10GSACS).  These  successive  reviews  are  absolutely 
imperative  to  ensure  that  support  considerations,  beyond  the  inherent  capability 
of  the  PM  to  identify,  are  incorporated  into  the  basis  of  issue  plan  as  well  as 
the  LOGSACS. 
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12.  There  are  some  recognized  difficulties  with  this  process: 

a.  The  system  is  not  fully  automated. 

b.  Processing  time  is  approximately  two  years. 

c.  The  large  number  of  weapon  systems  being  fielded  frustrates  the 
system's  capability  to  function  with  the  efficiency  required. 

d.  The  LOGSACS  identifies  requirements  by  unit  identification  code  but 
not  by  major  weapon  system  to  be  supported. 

13.  The  materiel  developer  has  initiated  a  major  effort  to  modernize  the 

Army  Materiel  Plan.  A  project  manager's  office  has  been  established  and  assigned 
the  mission  to  provide  the  Army  with  an  automated  interactive  system  for  prepa- 
aration  of  the  Army  Materiel  Plan.  It  will  significantly  reduce  the  time- 
consuming  manual  efforts  required  by  the  current  system.  More  importantly, 
it  will  permit  submission  of  realistic  and  supportable  budget  requirements, 
providing  visibility  of  impacts  of  budget  decisions  by  weapon  system,  fiscal 
year  and  military  cost.  This  major  effort  is  on-going,  but  finalization  is 
not  near  term;  consequently,  during  the  interim  period,  the  Army  must  rely  upon 
extraordinary  management  efforts  to  accommodate  comnon  equipment  planning  and 
distribution. 

14.  The  ARSTAF  in  concert  with  DARCOM  has  such  a  management  effort  on-going. 
Basis  of  Issue  Plans  data  are  being  restructured.  These  will  be  used  to  revise 
the  LOGSACS  and  subsequently  entered  into  the  Total  Army  Equipment  Distribution 
Plan  (TAEDP)  data  base  which  has  been  modified  to  accept  BOIP  data  and  all  ASIQE. 
Once  the  data  is  entered  in  the  TAEDP,  DESCCM  will  have  the  capability  to  pro¬ 
duce  reports  by  ASIDE,  conponent,  or  major  system,  thus  enabling  phased  distri¬ 
bution  to  be  accomplished.  It  will  permit  total  systems  visibility  for  selected 
major  systems  by  September  1982.  It  is  expected  to  provide  total  visibility  for 
all  major  weapons  systems  by  September  1983.  But,  while  the  TAEDP  will  show  all 
these  relationships  it  will  not  absolutely  ensure  all  requirements  for  ASIOE 
associated  with  modernization  systems  to  be  fielded  are  accommodated.  The  TAEDP 
output  interfaces  with  the  Department  of  the  Army  Master  Priority  List  ( DAMPL } . 

A  current  proposal  being  staffed  is  to  make  i nterchange/ ASIOE  the  highest 
priority  claimant  for  equipment. 

15.  By  Ref  l.e.,  ASD(MRAiL)  was  informed  that  the  AMIM/MRIS  process  developed 
by  the  Army  Force  Modernization  and  Coordination  Office  (AFMCO),  in  coordination 
with  other  ARSTAF  agencies  is  one  of  the  Army  initiatives  that  is  largely  respon¬ 
sive  to  the  requirements  outlined  in  the  DEPSECDEF  initiative.  Specifically, 
the  process  provides  for  planning,  programming  and  budget  formulation  of  the 
Operation  and  Maintenance  Accouits  (04MA)  and  Military  Construction  Army  (MCA) 

in  support  of  major  weapon  systems  being  fielded.  It  includes  in  a  single 
document  all  O&M  support  categories  to  include  spares  and  repair  parts,  support 
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and  test  equipment,  training  and  training  devices,  publications/tech  data, 
depot  repair,  facilities  (non  production)  and  other  support  related  require¬ 
ments.  It  incorporates  the  estimated  operation  and  support  requirements  of 
gaining  commands  (the  equipment  user)  as  well  as  the  training  and  development 
commands.  It  is  a  living  document,  clearly  visible  and  available  to  all  managers 
at  all  levels  from  the  ARS7AF  to  the  program  manager.  It  responds  directly  to 
at  least  one  of  the  three  programing  disincentives  cited  in  the  30  April  1981 
DEPSECDEF  Decision  Memorandum.  Specifically,  while  fielding  of  a  weapon  system 
does  involve  several  appropriations,  budget  decisions  in  the  various  OSM  accounts, 
MCA  and  Military  Personnel  no  longer  occur  without  visibility  of  the  impact  on 
individual  system's  support  or  readiness. 

16.  During  the  past  year,  the  AMIM/MRIS  procedures  have  been  substantially 
improved,  refined,  and  institutionalized  as  the  Army  process  for  insuring 
that  support  costs  for  new  systems  are  identified  and  incorporated  in  the  POM 
and  budget.  The  data  base  has  been  automated  to  provide  the  same  accuracy 
and  responsiveness  characteristic  of  the  R&D  and  procurement  data  bases  for 
these  same  weapon  systems.  The  materiel  developer,  DARCOM,  is  currently  pur¬ 
suing  methods  to  increase  PM  involvement  in  the  process.  The  PM's  efforts  are 
currently  confined  to  developing  the  support  cost  factors  used  by  the  materiel 
developer,  combat  developer  and  hardware  users  for  planning  and  programing 
support  requirements.  Specific  areas  where  PM's  might  be  further  involved 
include  the  following: 

a.  PM's  participate  in  validating  the  0&S  forecast  for  their  respective 
systems . 


b.  PM's  participate  in  the  MRIS  review. 

(1)  Review  command  statement  of  requirements . 

(2)  Actively  participate  in  the  revia*. 

(3)  Re  via*  support  data  as  it  survives  the  review. 

17.  There  has  not  been  similar  progress  in  developing  implementing  approaches 
to  resolve  other  PPBS  disincentives  cited  in  the  basic  #  30  issue.  Sudget 
requirements  for  initial  provisioning  are  computed  against  an  operational 
availability  (A0)  objective  (weapon  system  availability/system  readiness 
objective).  Through  the  use  of  approved  optimization  models,  the  Army  pro¬ 
jects  the  required  spares/repai r  parts  and  associated  funding  to  support  a 
stated  Aq.  Replenishment  spare/ repair  parts  requirements  are  based  upon 
demand  history.  We  also  have  not  defined  procedures  to  further  include  the 
PM  in  the  budget  execution  process,  and  there  are  several  factors  that  oppose 
It: 


a.  The  realities  of  the  budget  execution  process  make  it  extremely  diffi¬ 
cult  to  consult  on  decisions  that  affect  his  program. 
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b.  Reprioritization  authority  at  HQDA,  DARCOM  and  the  various  MRC's,  because 
of  changing  priorities  and  unforeseen  circumstances,  is  a  recognized  necessity 
even  among  PM's. 

c.  Where  the  criticality  of  the  item  demands  centralized  management,  such 
as  conmon  equipment,  decision  authority  must  be  retained  by  higher  headquarters . 

d.  Including  the  PM  in  the  budget  execution  process  for  some  support 
accounts  such  as  MCA  or  8ASCPS  is  probably  neither  prudent  nor  feasible. 

18.  Based  upon  the  preceding  discussion,  the  following  conclusions  are  provided: 

a.  The  PM  has  more  visibility  and  a  greater  degree  of  influence  over 
support  resources,  particularly  PA  funded  resources,  than  originally  specu¬ 
lated. 

b.  Common  equipment  associated  with  fielding  a  major  end  item  is  a  current 
area  of  concern  for  some  PM's.  The  subject  is  being  intensively  managed,  and 
both  near  and  long  term  solutions  seem  iimrinent. 

c.  Through  the  AMIM/MRIS  process,  the  Army  has  achieved  visibility  across 
appropriations,  less  R&O  and  Procurement,  that  affect  support  and  readiness 

of  systems  being  fielded. 

d.  Current  organizational  responsibilities  for  POM  and  budget  support 
funding  remain  unchanged.  Vtiether  they  should  be  augmented  for  selected 
support  commodities  remains  to  be  determined. 

19.  Management  of  initial  support  funding  for  major  weapon  systems  will  be 
pursued  as  an  item  on  the  agenda  at  the  DARCQM-sponsored  program  managers 
conference  in  August  1982.  Our  efforts  will  be  directed  towards  establishing 
the  following: 

a.  Procedures  for  further  involving  PM  in  the  AMIM/MRIS  process. 

b.  Identification  of  specific  support  commodities,  (by  account  - 
aviation,  missiles  and  grouid  systems)  where  the  PM  does  not  have  the  in¬ 
fluence  or  visibility  that  he  considers  necessary  to  insure  initial  support 
is  properly  funded. 

c.  Augmentation  of  PCM/budget  procedures  to  better  accommodate  initial 
support  funding. 
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d.  Procedures  and  division  of  responsibility  for  future  submissions  of 
POM  and  budget  support  resource  requirements  to  the  OSD  consolidated  review. 

FOR  THE  OEPUTY  CHIEF  OF  STAFF  FOR  RESEARCH,  DEVELOPMENT  AND  ACQUISITION: 


/JO t/.  BREEDLOVE 

Brigadier  General,  GS 
Deputy  Director  for 
Material,  Plans  and  Programs 


iu I REMENTS  IDENTIFICATION  PROCESS 


ASKt 
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14  March  1983 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  THE  DIRECTOR,  WEAPON  SUPPORT,  OSD  (M.RA&L) 

Via:  Mr.  Suydan*fi^1't*A*~ 

Subj:  Defense  Acquisition  Improvement  Program  (DAIP),  Initiative  #30 
Ref:  (a)  Your  memo  of  24  Feb  1983,  same  subj. 

By  reference  (a)  you  requested  an  update  of  the  Navy's  implementation 
plan  for  DAIP  #30.  We  are  proceeding  as  follows: 

o  For  major  systems  -  data  will  be  drawn  from  the  OPNAV 
Baseline  ILS  and  NAVMAT  LR6  assessments  and  fitted  to 
the  DoD  format. 

o  For  less  than  major  systems  -  the  OPNAV  Baseline  ILS 
assessment  will  be  expanded  to  14  programs  in  POM-85. 
Anticipated  coverage  for  POM-86  is  20-25  programs. 

For  the  nine  major  systems  designated  for  incorporation  in  POM-85, 
we  will  use  the  following  "adhoc"  procedure: 

o  OP-901  will  include  DAIP  #30  requirements  in  the  POM 
preparation  instructions,  tasking  OP-401,  who  will  then 
task  MAT-04. 

o  MAT-04  will  then  task  the  program  managers  and  aggregate 
their  submissions  to  fit  the  DoD  format,  with  supporting 
narrative. 

o  MAT-04  will  then  submit  DoD  formats  to  OP-901  and  OP-401. 

o  OP-901  will  consolidate  the  DoD  formats  and  narratives  in 
the  POM. 

o  MAT-043  will  then  track  changes  through  budget/program 
review  and  advise  PMs. 

o  Adverse  impacts  will  be  reclama-ed. 
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For  the  follow-on  actions,  we  have  initiated  a  review  of  the  DON  accounting 
system.  The  OP-901,  OP-401  and  MAT-043  data  bases  will  be  assessed  for: 

o  Commonality  in  submitting  ILS  requirements. 

o  Capability  to  track  how  resources  were  used  and 
what  readiness  was  achieved. 


Recommendations  for  improvement  will  be  developed. 

Very  respectfully, 


V.  P.  PASCHKE,  JR.' 
Asst.  Dir.,  RPE(L) 


Copy  to: 

Mr.  Emerson  Cale,  MAT-043,  CP-5,  Rm  706 
Captain  Wilbur  Jones,  OP-401,  Pnt,  Rm  48540 
Captain  Joe  Cosgrove,  OP-901 C2,  Pnt,  Rm  4D683 
Commander  Don  Hickman,  0P-901E,  Pnt,  Rm  4D683 


i 


i 
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30  July  1982 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  THE  DIRECTOR,  WEAPONS  SUPPORT,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
(MANPOWER,  RESERVE  AFFAIRS  AND  LOGISTICS^ 

Via:  Director,  Resources  and  Policy  Evaluation 

Subj:  Management  of  Initial  Support  Funding  for  Major  Systems  (Suninary  Report) 
BACKGROUND 

Navy  started  working  on  the  idea  of  an  Integrated  Logistic  Support  assess¬ 
ment  in  the  fall  of  1980.  Shortly  thereafter,  a  significant  problem  regarding 
lack  of  adequate  logistics  support  surfaced  and  obtained  high-level  Navy 
attention.  The  VCNO  directed  the  establishment  of  a  more  disciplined  approach 
for  ensuring  that  there  are  adequate  logistic  support  resources  to  support  new 
acquisitions.  The  new  ILS  assessment  process,  with  this  added  impetus,  began 
preparations  for  the  assessment  which  would  be  conducted  on  four  programs  during 
POM-84. 

Although  this  effort  was  initiated  prior  to  the  30  April  1981  issuance  of 
the  acquisition  improvement  initiatives,  it  is  considered  that  this  ILS  assess¬ 
ment  program  strongly  supported  initiative  #30,  "Program  Manager  Control  over 
Logistics  and  Support  Resources." 

NAVY  IMPLEMENTATION 


The  actual  assessment  process  began  in  July  1981  with  the  selection  of  the 
four  programs  which  would  participate  in  the  assessment:  the  F/A-18A  Tactical 
Aircraft,  the  AEGIS  Combat  System,  the  AN/SQS-53(C)  Sonar  Improvement  Program 
and  the  AN/SAR-8  Infrared  Search  and  Target  Designation  System. 

During  the  latter  part  of  the  summer,  the  four  project  offices  and  their 
respective  resource  sponsors  were  contacted  in  order  to  explain  the  purpose  of 
the  ILS  assessment.  Support  was  also  provided  to  the  project  offices  while  they 
completed  the  ILS  requirements  formats  with  their  ILS  funding  requirements. 

These  were  submitted  In  mid-November.  The  assessment  addressed  all  ILS  elements, 
except  manpower,  which  is  planned  for  integration  in  POM-85. 

Other  assessment  sponsors  were  also  contacted  during  this  period  to  elicit 
their  support  in  developing  assessments  of  spares,  military  construction  projects, 
base  operating  support  and  FMP  installation  funding.  Because  of  their  expertise 
in  these  areas,  these  assessment  sponsors  were  requested  to  comment  on  the 
adequacy  of  resources  programmed  in  the  FYDP  to  support  the  programs  participating 
in  the  ILS  assessment. 

While  the  resource  and  other  assessment  sponsors  were  reviewing  the  ILS 
requirements  submitted  by  the  project  offices,  the  funding  included  in  the  October 
FYDP  to  support  the  displayed  requirements  was  identified.  The  resource  and 
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assessment  sponsors  were  again  contacted  to  obtain  their  inputs  on  potential 
assessment  issues.  The  initial  ILS  Baseline  Assessment  Memorandum  was  then  pre¬ 
pared  in  December.  It  highlighted  the  major  funding  deficiencies  that  were  to 
be  addressed  by  the  resource  sponsors  during  POM  development. 

In  January  and  February,  efforts  were  devoted  towards  updating  information 
on  the  ILS  requirements  and  funding  levels.  Requirements  had  to  be  updated  for 
two  reasons.  First,  the  project  offices  tend  to  do  their  official  POM  submission 
in  the  January  time  frame.  Second,  during  the  early  phases  of  POM  development, 
the  resource  sponsors  decided  to  re-phase  the  acquisition  profiles  of  the  AN/SAR-8 
and  the  AN/SQS-53(C) ,  and  the  project  offices  revised  their  ILS  requirements 
accordingly.  Additionally,  the  funding  levels  had  to  be  changed  to  reflect  the 
January  FYDP  update.  The  December  ILS  Baseline  Assessment  Memorandum  was  revised 
to  reflect  these  changes  in  requirements  and  funding  levels.  During  the  latter 
part  of  February  and  early  March,  the  resource  sponsors  developed  their  Sponsor 
Program  Proposals  (SPPs)  and  the  January  FYDP  was  subsequently  updated  to  reflect 
these  SPPs. 

Additionally,  appropriate  portions  of  the  hard  copy  SPPs  were  also  reviewed 
to  identify  specific  actions  that  had  been  taken  by  the  resource  sponsors  in 
response  to  the  ILS  assessment.  During  the  review  of  these  materials,  outstanding 
funding  deficiencies  for  the  four  programs  were  identified.  The  project  offices 
were  again  contacted  to  determine  what  the  specific  Impact  of  these  deficiencies 
might  be.  Also,  where  appropriate,  the  resource  sponsors  were  contacted  to  learn 
why  certain  funding  issues  were  not  addressed.  All  of  this  material  was  reviewed 
and  significant  issues  were  then  incorporated  as  part  of  the  official  assessment 
presentation  to  the  Program  Development  Review  Comnittee  (PDRC)  in  late  March. 

Subsequent  to  the  Assessment  Presentation,  "Z0W"  reports,  which  tasked  the 
resource  sponsors  to  address  significant  funding  problems  in  their  proposed 
programs,  were  issued.  For  example,  0P-05  was  tasked  in  ZOW-1  to  address  the 
shortfall  in  the  funding  for  follow-on  outfittings  for  the  F/A-18,  a  deficiency 
which  was  highlighted  in  the  ILS  assessment.  Further,  all  ILS  funding  levels 
were  also  tracked  to  determine  if  any  additional  changes  were  made.  Shortly  after 
the  POM  was  completed,  a  final  ILS  Baseline  Assessment  Memorandum  which  documented 
the  ILS  funding  programed  for  each  of  the  four  programs  was  prepared  and  the 
project  offices  were  informed  of  their  respective  ILS  funding. 

As  a  result  of  the  ILS  assessment,  funding  deficiencies  in  several  signif¬ 
icant  logistic  areas  were  highlighted  and  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  assess¬ 
ment  sponsors  who  reviewed  them  and  in  some  cases  directed  additional  resources 
to  the  programs.  It  is  anticipated  that  an  increased  number  of  programs  (10-15' 
will  receive  an  ILS  assessment  during  POM-85. 

CONTINUING  ACTION 

Upon  appropriation,  the  resources  identified  in  and  tracked  through  the  *LS 
assessment  will  be  either  directly  allocated  to  the  Project  Manager,  or  separately 
allocated  to  another  office.  In  the  latter  case,  the  funding  will  be  specifically 


identified  to  the  supported  project,  e.g.,  F-18  depot  maintenance.  In  either 
case,  the  PM  will  be  able  to  track  fund  expenditure/obligations  through  the  DON 
accounting  system  to  know  how  other  organizations  are  supporting  his  pi rgram.  A 
track  of  any  subsequent  changes  in  funding  levels  and/or  requirements  will  be 
maintained.  Rationale  for  any  such  changes  will  rest  with  the  PM.  Prior  to 
implementing  any  changes  in  fund  allocation,  the  PM  will  be  notified.  Additionally, 
the  DON  accounting  system  will  give  the  PM  a  continuous  update  regarding  the  status 
of  program  execution  up  to  appropriation  expiration. 


Very  respectfully. 
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Summary  of  Air  Force  Procedures  for 
Implementing  Defense  Acquisition  Reform 


Initiative  #30 


OUTLINE 


1.  Primary  objectives  of  Initiative  #30 

2.  Techniques  for  Relating  Support  Resources  to  Readiness 

3.  Evolving  Organizational  Responsibilities,  Policies  and  Procedures  for 
Accomplishing  Logistics  Assessments  of  System  Readiness 

4.  Augmented  POM  and  Budget  Procedures 

5.  Budget  Execution  Tracking  Procedures 

6.  Overall  Status  Summary 

1.  Primary  Objectives  of  Initiative  #30 

The  basic  objectives  of  this  initiative  are  to  resolve  the  following 
support  funding  problems: 

a.  Support  program  and  budget  requirements  based  on  standard  planning 
factors  may  not  match  readiness  objectives  of  a  new  weapon  system. 

b.  Development  and  fielding  of  a  weapon  system  involves  numerous 
appropriations  with  some  budget  decisions  being  made  in  isolation  without 
visibility  of  impact  on  system's  support  and  readiness. 

c.  Some  weapon  support  funda  are  controlled  by  functional  managers  not 
responsible  to  the  program  manager.  Budget  execution  decisions  are  often  made 
without  coordination  with  the  program  manager  and  without  visibility  of 
impact  on  system  support  and  readiness. 

The  remainder  of  this  document  describes  precisely  how  the  Air  Force  has 
implemented,  on  a  trial  basis,  procedures  and  responsibility  taskings  to  fully 
satisfy  the  Initiative  #30  intent. 
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2 .  Techniques  for  Relating  Support  Resources  to  Readiness 

Attachment  1  contains  a  summary  assessment  of  aircraft  related  techniques 
applicable  to  support  resource  forecasting.  It  specifically  highlights  those 
techniques  under  development  or  in  use  which  analytically  relate  support 
resources  to  readiness  and  sustainability.  Resource  categories  that  require 
further  effort  relative  to  techniques  development  and  application  are  also 
highlighted.  This  report  is  currently  being  scrutinized  throughout  the  Air 
Force  by  those  organizations  which  have  a  significant  role  in  support  funds 
forecasting.  Finalization  and  expansion  of  this  report  is  planned  to  be 
completed  by  November  1982.  The  expansion  will  address  techniques  appropriate 
for  non-aircraft  systems  as  well. 

3.  Evolving  Organizational  Responsibilities,  Policies  and  Procedures  for 
Accomplishing  Logistics  Assessments  of  System  Readiness. 

One  of  the  subobjectives  of  Initiatives  9  and  31  was  to  review  policies 
and  recent  decisions  on  the  acquisition  process  and  identify  organizational 
responsibilities,  procedures  and  analysis  capabilities  planned  to  make  man¬ 
power  and  logistics  resource  considerations  an  integral  part  of  all  new  acqui¬ 
sition  programs.  Other  subobjectives  of  9  and  31  include: 

a.  Assign  readiness  goals  to  acquisition  programs  early  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  cycle. 

b.  Quantitively  relate  system  R&M  characteristics,  manpower  and  logis¬ 
tics  resources. 

c.  Include  explicit  planning  and  resources  to  achieve  goals  as  part  of 
major  program  acquisition  strategy. 

d.  Assign  goals  to  all  current  acquisition  programs  for  support  planning 
purposes. 
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Clearly  these  subobjectives  are  closely  aligned  with  the  overall  objec¬ 
tive  of  Initiative  it 30.  With  this  in  mind,  the  Air  Force  has  worked  these 
three  initiatives  (among  others)  in  close  coordination.  One  product  of  this 
closely  coordinated  effort  is  at  Attachment  2.  Basically  this  report  high¬ 
lights  proposed  organizational  responsibilities,  policies  and  procedures 
necessary  to  accomplish  logistics  assessments  relative  to  system  readiness. 

It  specifically  addresses  the  skills  requirements  and  levels  necessary  through¬ 
out  the  acquisition  cycle  in  a  major  program  to  satisfy  portions  of  Initiatives 
9  and  31,  and  all  analytical  requirements  of  Initiative  30  (recognizing  that 
Initiative  30  efforts  primarily  occur  in  the  later  acquisition  phases) .  This 
report  is  currently  out  for  review  at  the  various  AFSC  product  divisions. 
Implementation  of  the  organizational,  policy  and  procedural  changes  called  for 
in  this  report  is  anticipated  by  November  1982. 

A .  Augmented  POM  and  Budget  Procedures 

Current  organizational  responsibilities  for  POM  and  budget  support  funding 
will  remain  unchanged  within  the  Air  Force.  Development  funding  related  to 
support  and  readiness  will  remain  with  AFSC.  ILS  deliverable  funding  responsi¬ 
bilities  will  also  be  retained  by  current  Air  Force  organizations  as  summarized 
at  Attachment  3.  To  comply  with  Initiative  30,  however,  an  augmentation  to 
the  POM  and  budget  process  is  required  on  a  twice  annual  basis.  As  shown 
schematically  at  Attachment  A,  the  DPML  will  pull  together  the  consolidated 
support  resource  summaries  on  behalf  of  his  program  manager.  When  AFSC  is  the 
implementing  command,  these  summaries  will  be  submitted  through  the  appropri¬ 
ate  Product  Division  staff  offices  to  AFSC/AL.  Copies  would  be  provided  to 
all  other  funding  OPRs  (normally  AFLC/L0/A0,  ATC,  and  the  Using  Command(s)). 
AFSC/AL  will  then  submit  the  resource  summaries  to  USAF/LE  who  would  then 
forward  them  to  OSD/MRA&L  and  Comptroller.  Copies  would  also  be  provided 
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to  other  Involved  Air  Staff  offices.  This  final  submittal  would  occur  shortly 
after  formal  submittal  of  the  Air  Force  POM  and  RES  each  year. 

Attachment  4-5  shows  the  DPMC  pulling  together  this  information  from  the 
appropriate  organizational  sources.  This  process  has  been  facilitated  by  the 
development  of  organizational  communications  network  for  the  trial  systems.  A 
sample  network  for  the  GLCM  is  shown  at  Attachment  5.  Results  of  the  trial 
implementation  have  shown  that  necessary  detail  can  be  developed  in  a  reasonably 
timely  manner.  As  discussed  previously,  future  emphasis  must  be  placed  on 
applying  techniques  to  relate  resources  to  readiness  with  a  team  approach 
being  pursued  to  support  the  DPML.  Attachment  2  outlines  this  team  approach 
so  that  funding  shortfalls  and  quantitative  readiness  impacts  can  be  included 
in  the  resource  summary  submittal. 

At  the  Air  Staff  level,  the  weapon  system  PEM  and  support  resource  budget 
program  managers  will  be  key  players  in  the  process.  Specifically,  if  funding 
adjustments  for  a  given  program  are  being  considered,  a  quick-turn  readiness 
assessment  by  the  DPML  would  be  required.  Program  Decision  Package  (PDP) 
tracking  will  provide  the  audit  trial  throughout  the  POM/BES  deliberations  at 
Air  Staff  and  with  OSD. 

For  Program  Assessment  Review  (PAR)  Programs  (of  which  there  are  currently 
22  in  the  Air  Force) ,  readiness  and  supportability  status  will  be  briefed  to 
at  least  to  the  Air  Force  council  level  on  a  semi-annual  or  quarterly  basis. 

One  mandatory  chart  relative  to  readiness,  supportability  and  cost  to  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  PAR  is  shown  at  Attachment  6.  A  mandatory  back-up  chart  is 
shown  at  Attachment  7.  The  goal  here  is  to  use  the  PAR  forum  to  highlight 
readiness  issues  including  those  caused  by  support  funding  shortfalls,  and  to 
try  to  achieve  a  balan..  J  support  funding  posture.  The  PAR  briefing  will  also 
contain  a  chart  showing  AFLC  concerns  and  a  chart  showing  using  command 
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concerns.  These  charts  may  also  address  support  funding  and  readiness  issues. 
This  represents  an  excellent  institutional  mechanism  for  insuring  the  fielding 
of  supportable  and  supported  systems.  A  similar  reporting  and  central  mech¬ 
anism  is  anticipated  for  Command  Assessment  Review  (CAR)  programs  which  get 
reviewed  at  HQ  AFSC  level  and  no  higher.  There  are  presently  28  CAR  programs 
within  the  Air  Force. 

5 .  Budget  Execution  Tracking  Procedures 

Attachment  8  summarizes  anticipated  procedures  for  support  funding  execu¬ 
tion  tracking  and  control.  We  are  not  yet  far  enough  along  in  the  trial 
implementation  to  have  tested  the  planned  approach.  The  key  to  this  approach 
is  the  control  points  which  would  use  existing  procedures  and  data  systems  to 
track  funds  obligations  by  weapon  system.  If  there  were  significant  variances 
over  what  was  budgeted,  the  control  point  would  be  required  to  inform  the 
DPML  so  an  assessment  could  be  made.  At  this  time  a  significant  variance  has 
been  somewhat  arbitrarily  defined  as  any  deviation  greater  than  plus-or-minus 
10%.  The  validity  of  this  deviation  range  for  a  given  support  resource  cate¬ 
gory  within  a  given  fiscal  year  requires  further  assessment.  The  usefulness 
and  feasibility  of  tracking  other  funding  categories  must  also  be  assessed. 

6 .  Overall  Status  Summary 

The  trial  implementation  of  this  initiative  on  the  Ground  Launched  Cruise 
Missile,  Next  Generation  Trainer  and  European  Distribution  System  is  proceed¬ 
ing  well.  The  application  of  improved  techniques  for  relating  support  re¬ 
sources  to  readiness  is  a  significant  and  valuable  effort,  however,  it  does 
take  time  and  progress  on  the  above  systems  is  slowly  but  surely  occurring. 

It  is  anticipated  that,  in  support  of  the  fall  82  BES  submittal,  critical 
support  funding  categories  will  be  quantitatively  assessed  in  light  of  readi¬ 
ness  requirements.  The  GLCM  program  is  making  significant  headway  in  this 
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regard  while  Che  ocher  two  systems  which  were  recently  added  to  the  trial 
implementations  are  just  getting  underway.  The  eight  prong  implementation 
plan  for  the  Air  Force  is  shown  at  Attachment  9.  Five  of  the  eight  actions 
have  been  completed.  The  remaining  three  actions  are  scheduled  for  November 
1982  completion  based  on  further  experience  gained  via  the  trial  implementation. 

The  following  impediments  to  implementation  and/or  concerns  are  offered: 

The  current  fragmentation  of  logistics  analysis  talent  will  make  it 
difficult  to  satisfy  readiness  related  modeling  requirements  across  all  50 
major  Air  Force  programs  (not  to  mention  the  less-than-major  programs  which 
could  benefit  from  such  analysis).  Current  organic  levels  of  this  premium 
skill  may  also  be  lacking  although  contractor  support  is  a  feasible  option. 

b.  Concern  still  exists  over  the  possible  problem  of  OSD  micro-management 
on  support  funding  issues.  Flexibility  to  work  such  issues  by  the  major 
commands  and  the  Air  Staff  must  be  allowed. 

c.  During  trial  implementation,  there  may  be  a  tendency  to  fully  fund 
support  requirements  of  selected  systems  at  the  expense  of  other  systems. 
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APPENDIX  C 


TRIAL  PROCEDURES 


This  appendix  contains  the  addition  to  the  PPI  for  Initiative  #30,  and 
the  procedures  used  in  each  of  the  trial  reviews:  The  FY84  Budget  Review,  the 
FY84-88  Program  Review,  and  the  FY83  Budget  Review. 

The  significant  changes  to  the  early  procedures  have  been:  the  decision 
to  require  only  written  rather  than  oral  and  written  submissions;  the  decrease 
in  the  level  of  detail  asked  for  in  the  budget  review;  the  decision  to  have 
the  PBDs  tracked  by  the  Services  rather  than  by  the  OSD  (and  the  resultant 
changes  to  be  provided  in  an  update  to  the  budget  year  information) ,  and  the 
decision  to  have  back-up  data  available  but  not  submitted  for  the  program  re¬ 
view.  This  last  change  should  also  apply  to  future  Budget  Review  procedures. 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


1.  Excerpts  from  FY85-89  POM  Preparation  Instructions  .  C-  3 

2.  Trial  Procedures  for  FY-84  Budget  Review  .  C-  7 

3.  Trial  Procedures  for  FY84-88  Program  Review  .  C-16 


Trial  Procedures  for  FY-83  Budget  Review 
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EXCERPTS  FROM  POM  PREPARATION  INSTRUCTIONS 


2.  DoD  Managers  of  the  CCP,  GDIP,  SA(AF)  and  FCI  Components  of  the  NFIP 
will  provide  copies  to  0USDR&£(C3l),  OJCS,  DIA  and  the  Military  Departments  of 
the  program  and  budget  materials  submitted  to  the  DCI  and  supporting  studies 

E.  MANAGEMENT  OF  INITIAL  SUPPORT  FUNDING  FOR  MAJOR  SYSTEMS 

1.  The  military  departments  should  identify  the  requirements  and  programed 
resources  for  initial  support  of  major  weapon  systems  in  early  production. 

The  information  to  be  provided  should  include: 


a.  A  narrative  section  describing  the  schedule  and  readiness 
objectives  for  the  system  including  weapon  system  deliveries, 
site/unit  activation,  transition  from  contractor  to  organic 
support,  and  peacetime  and  wartime  readiness  goals. 

b.  A  summary  funding  profile  in  Format  V-E-l  or  its  equivalent. 

2.  Backup  data  summarizing  the  basis  for  the  initial  support  requirements 
should  be  available  upon  request.  This  data  should  identify  the  models, 
approach,  or  assumptions  used  to  generate  the  date  and  should,  where  possible, 
relate  the  requirements  to  relevant  schedule  and  readiness  goals. 


3.  Major  weapon  systems  to  be  addressed  are  the  following: 


ARMY 

Abrams  Tank 
BRADLEY  FVS 
Sergeant  York  Air 
Defense  System 
APACHE 
AHIP 
MLRS 
PATRIOT 
PERSHING  II 
RPV 


NAVY 

r75Tis 

LAMPS  M<  III 

AV-8B 

TOMAHAWK 

ASPJ 

HARM 

TACTAS 

CG-47/AEGIS 

TRIDENT  II 


AIR  FORCE 

AmRaAm 

NAVSTAR/GPS 

IR  MAVERICK 

GLCM 

LANTIRN 

ALCM 

MX 

PLSS/TR-1 

HAVE  CLEAR/SEEK  TALK 


F.  ARMY  AND  MARINE  CORPS  EQUIPMENT 

The  Army  and  Marine  Corps  will  provide  data  on  equipment  inventory 
objectives  and  acquisition  plans.  These  data  will  be  in  the  form  of  Research, 
Development  and  Acquisition  ( RDAC)  worksheets  for  the  Army  and  P-20  sheets  for 
the  Marine  Corps.  One  hundred  (total.  Army  and  Marine  Corps)  of  the  most 
significant  systems  will  be  reported  on.  These  100  systems  will  be  chosen  as 
mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  Army,  the  Marine  Corps,  OUSD(RiE),  OASD(MRAAL)  and 
0D(PA4E).  Copies  of  these  data  will  be  submitted  to  OUSD(RiE),  OASD(WlAiiL)  and 
00  (PA&E)  at  the  time  of  POM  submission  but  separate  from  the  POMs. 


FORMAT  V-E-l  INITIAL  SUPPORT  SUMMARY  FUNDING  PROFILE 
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ATTACHMENT  TO  FORMAT  V-E-l 


SOPWRT  ELEmEnT  SEPTnITISnS 


1.  Spares  and  Repair  Parts  -  Includes  reparables,  both  GFE  and  CFE,  and 
consumables  (to  the  extent  identifiable  by  weapon  system)  needed  for  initial 
outfittings  and  higher  echelon  pipelines.  Also  includes  replenishment  and  war 
reserve  spares. 

2.  Support  and  Test  Equipment  (S&TE)  -  Includes  development  and 
procurement  of  peculiar  S&Yt  (e.g.,  test  program  sets)  and  major  items  of 
common  S4TE  (automated  test  station,  fuel  storage  and  handling  equipment, 
etc.)  required  for  the  new  system. 

3.  Training  and  Training  Devices  -  Includes  development  (to  the  extent 
separately  identifiable  in  existing  PM  or  training  developer  data  sources)  and 
procurement  of  both  operator  and  maintainer  training  courses  and  materials, 
simulators  and  other  training  devices,  and  factory  training. 

4.  Publications/Tech  Date  -  Includes  development  and  procurement  of 
operator  manuals,  maintenance  manuals  for  each  echelon  of  maintenance,  and 
other  technical  data  (drawings,  parts  breakdowns,  etc.) 

5.  depot  Repair  -  Includes  labor,  material  and  overhead  for  both 
organic  and  contractor  depot  maintenance. 

6.  Contractor  Support  -  Includes  all  funding  for  contractor  repair  and 
other  technical  services  assoc i ated  with  below-depot  maintenance.  Also 
includes  contractor  management  of  maintenance  and  supply  services. 

7.  Facilities  -  Includes  all  MILCON-funded  new  construction  and 
facilities  modification  identified  as  support  requirements  for  the  new  system 
(except  production  facilities). 

8.  ILS  Management/Ana lysis  -  Includes  development/revision  of  manpower, 
training  and  support  plans;  logistic  support  analysis;  and  analysis  of  test 
and  early  field  data  to  determine  needed  logistics  improvements. 

9.  Other  Support -Related  Requirements  -  Includes  development  and 
procurement  funding  for  support-related  engineering  change  orders  and  product 
improvements  (e.g.,  R&M  Improvement  Program)  or  other  special  programs  (e.g., 
software  maintenance  equipment). 
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TRIAL  PROCEDURES  FOR  FY*  3 4  3UDGZT  REVIEW 
OF  WEAPON  SYSTEM  LOGISTIC  SUPPORT  RESOURCES 
(ACQUISITION  IMPROVEMENT  INITIATIVE  #30) 


Introduction 


Acquisition  Improvement  Initiative  *30  requires  OSD  and  the 
Services  to  improve  the  visibility  to  top  management  of  weapon 
system  support  resources  throughout  the  ?P3S  cycle,  and  to 
increase  the  involvement  of  program  managers  in  uro cramming ,  bud¬ 
geting  and  weapon  system  support  funding' execution. “The  initiative 
calls  for  a  consolidated  review  of  weapon  system  support  funding 
as  part  of  the  POM  and  budget  reviews.  An  initial  trial  of 
budget  review  procedures  was  completed  in  January  1982.  A 
trial  program  review  was  conducted  on  three  weapon  systems  per 
Service  in  parallel  with  the  FY  84-88  POM  review.  This  trial  will 
be  continued  through  the  FY-34  budget  review  to  evaluate  the 
revised  procedures  and  formats  and  to  recommend  further  improve¬ 
ments  for  long  term  implementation.  The  weapon  systems  to  be 
reviewed  in  the  trial  are: 

Army  -  M-l,  UH-60,  ML RS 
flavy  -  F/A-18,  AEGIS,  Tomahawk 
Air  Force  -  GLCM,  NGT,  EDS 

Weapon  System  Support  Funding  Information 

The  budget  review  will  focus  on  FY-34  requirements  and  funding 
for  weapon  system  support.  To  meet  the  schedule  for  budget 
hearings  and  program  budget  decisions  (PBD’s),  the  uliowing 
weapon  system  support  information  should  be  provided  one  week  after 
Service  budget  estimate  submission  (no  briefings  are  required) : 

o  Chart  1  -  Schedule  and  Readiness  Objectives 

o  Chart  2  -  Summary  Funding  Profile  (Update  from  PCM 
submission) 

o  Chart  3  -  3udget  Year  Display 

o  Backup  Information  -  3asis  for  Requirements 

Formats  for  Charts  1,  2  and  3,  and  guidance  on  backup  information, 
are  attached.  These  should  be  tailored  as  necessary  to  fit 
individual  weapon  systems  and  Service  data  systems.  Backup 
information  (no  fixed  format)  should  be  included  to  show  the 
basis  for  requirements  in  Chart  3.  To  the  maximum  practical 
extent  this  backup  information  should  show  the  relationship 
between  schedule/readiness  objectives  and  support  resource 
requirements . 
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A  Service  point  of  contact  should  be  --s’-* ---  --••pp-rt 

funding  for  each  weapon  system.  If  c.ns  jolu:  .,,;:-tct  is 

outside  the  program  manager's  office.  Se.-'-’ce  -'es  should 

provide  for  close  liaison  to  keep  the  ?M  involved  in  the  budget 
review  process. 

Review  Procedures 


QASD(C) ,  MRASL ,  USDRE,  and  DPA5E  action  officers  -..-ill  be  assigned 
to  coordinate  the  review  of  weapon  system  support  information 
as  a  supplement  to  the  usual  functional  review  of  the  Service 
budget  submissions.  Throughout  the  review,  questions  regarding 
weapon  system  support  will  be  channeled  to  the  designated  Service 
point  of  contact. 

The  Services  will  track  the  effects  of  PBD's  on  weaoon  svstem 
support  funding  throughout  the  budget  review  process,  and  will 
provide  an  update  of  Chart  5  by  November  20,  1932.  0A3D(C) 

and  WJU5L)  will  jointly  determine  whether  a  general  PBD  on  weapon 
system  support  is  warranted  to  resolve  any  remaining  funding 
problems.  The  weapon  system  support  funding  in  the  "final"  DoD 
budget  will  be  documented  in  an  OSD  memorandum  to  the  Service 
Secretaries,  with  a  copy  to  the  program  manager  of  each  of  the 
nine  weapon  systems. 
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CHART  2  NOTES 


NOTE  1.  SUPPORT  ELEMENT  DEFINITIONS 

1.  Spares  and  Repair  Parts  -  Includes  reparables,  both  GFE  and  CFE,  and 
consumables  (to  the  extent  identifiable  by  weapon  system)  needed  for 
initial  outfittings  and  higher  echelon  pipelines.  Also  includes  replen¬ 
ishment  and  war  reserve  spares. 

2.  Support  and  Test  Equipment  (S&TE)  -  Includes  development  and  procurement 
of  peculiar  S&TE  (e.g.,  test  program  sets)  and  major  items  of  common  S&TE 
(automated  test  stations,  fuel  storage  and  handling  equipment,  etc.) 
required  for  the  new  system. 

3.  Training  and  Training  Devices  -  Includes  development  (to  the  extent 
separately  identifiable  in  existing  PM  or  training  developer  data  sources) 
and  procurement  of  both  operator  and  maintainer  training  courses  and 
materials,  simulators  and  other  training  devices,  and  factory  training. 

4 .  Publications/Tech  Data  -  Includes  development  and  procurement  of  operator 
manuals,  maintenance  manuals  for  each  echelon  of  maintenance  and  other 
technical  data  (drawings,  parts  breakdowns,  etc.) 

5.  Depot  Repair  -  Includes  labor,  material  and  overhead  for  both  organic  and 
contractor  depot  maintenance. 

6.  Contractor  Support  -  Includes  all  funding  for  contractor  repair  and  other 
technical  services  associated  with  below-depot  maintenance.  Also  in¬ 
cludes  contractor  management  of  maintenance  and  supply  services. 

7.  Facilities  -  Includes  all  MILCON-funded  new  construction  and  facilities 
modification  identified  as  support  requirements  for  the  new  system  (ex¬ 
cept  production  facilities). 

8.  ILS  Management /Analysis  -  Includes  development/revision  of  manpower, 
training  and  support  plans;  logistic  support  analysis;  and  analysis  of 
test  and  early  field  data  to  determine  needed  logistic  improvements. 

9.  Other  Support-Related  Requirements  -  Includes  development  and  procurement 
funding  for  support-related  engineering  change  orders  and  product  improve¬ 
ments  (e.g.,  R&M  Improvement  Program)  or  other  special  programs  (e.g., 
software  maintenance  equipment). 

NOTE  2. 


"Requirement"  represents  the  Service  estimate  of  all  valid  requirement  to  meet 
PM's  schedule  and  readiness  objectives,  and  includes  both  active  and  reserve 
force  requirements. 

NOTE  3. 


"Funding"  for  FY  83  should  be  consistent  with  the  FY  1983  President's  Budget, 
and  for  FY  84-88  should  be  consistent  with  the  Service  POM  submission. 

NOTE  4 ■  Remarks 

Note  impact  of  any  shortfalls  in  funding  on  schedule  and  readiness  objectives. 
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WEAPON  SYSTEM  _ 

(millions  of  FY84  dollars) 


I 


Contractor  Support 
(Below  Depot) 


WEAPON  SYSTEM  _ 

(millions  of  FY84  dollars) 


CHART  3  NOTES 


1.  Requirement  -  Support  resources  recognized  by  the  Services  as  valid 
requirement  to  meet  weapon  system  schedule  and  readiness  objectives. 

2.  Support  Elements  -  Definitions  in  Chart  2  Notes  apply. 

3.  Appropriation  -  Include  all  appropriations  funding  the  support  element. 

4.  Funding  -  Funding  amounts  by  appropriation  (see  Note  5)  which  are  identi¬ 
fiable  or  allocatable  to  the  weapon  system  within  the  Service  budget 
submission. 

5.  Funding  Description  -  From  the  Service  budget  submission: 

•  For  RDT&E,  list  by  program  element  title,  number  and  amounts.  Indi¬ 
cate  project  titles,  numbers  and  amounts. 

•  For  Procurement,  indicate  budget  activity,  P-1  line  item  and  title. 

•  For  O&M,  identify  the  Activity  Group  (Part  2  of  the  OP-5  exhibit)  and 
the  sub-activity  groupings,  where  applicable.  (For  example:  air¬ 
frames,  engines  component  or  exchangeable  repairs.) 

•  For  MILCon,  indicate  installation  project  title. 

6.  Remarks.  For  any  of  the  nine  listed  support  elements  where  the  require¬ 
ment  exceeds  the  funding,  note  the  impact  on  weapon  system  support 
schedules,  on  readiness  objectives,  or  on  resource  requirements  for  other 
support  elements  (e.g.,  impact  of  test  equipment  shortfall  on  spares 
requirement) . 

•  Identify  any  changes  from  the  last  Initiative  #30  submission.  (These 
should  be  further  explained  in  the  Backup  Information). 

•  In  the  November  20th  update,  identify  any  PBDs  which  have  an  effect  on 
support  requirements  or  funding. 
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FY-34  BACKUP  INFORMATION 


Backup  information  should  summarite  the  basis  for  the 
requirements .  For  Example: 


o  Snares  and  Repair  Farts.  3ackup  should  identify  the 

^  ■*  w  -  -*  *:  -  '--»<•  -w  wj*-  — ^  ^  w.  i 

and  current  reliability  estimates  (based  on  tests  or 
early  field  experience”)  .  Requirements  should  be  broken 
out  for  initial  spares  and  repair  parts,  replenishment 
spares  and  repair  parts,  and  war  reserve  secondary 
items.  If  there  are  significant  risks  in  the  support 
planning  assumptions  (e.g.,  availability  of  support  and 
test  equipment),  the  potential  impact  on  spares* should 
be  discussed. 


o  Support  and  Test  Equipment.  Backup  should  show  the 
relationship  between  funding  requirements,  site/unit 
activations,  and  the  schedule  for  transition  from 
contractor  to  organic  maintenance  at  each  maintenance 
echelon. 


o  Training  and  Training  Equipment.  Operator  and  maintenance 
training  requirements  should  be  separately  broken  out. 
Training  requirements  should  be  related  to  site/unit 
activation  dates  and  organic  support  dates. 

o  Depot  Repair.  Contractor  and  organic  depot  repair 

requirements  should  be  separately  broken  out.  The  basis 
for  computation  should  be  summarited  (flying  hours,  etc.). 
A  breakout  should  be  provided  for  end  item  depot  repair 
(e.g.,  airframe  rework)  and  major  component  repair 
(e.g.,  engine  rework,  aircraft  component  rework). 
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TRIAL  PROCEDURES  FOR  FY  84.88  PROGRAM  REVIEW 
OF  WEAPON  SYSTEM  LOGISTIC  SUPPORT  RESOURCES 
(ACQUISITION  IMPROVEMENT  INITIATIVE  *30) 


Introduction 


Acquisition  Improvement  Initiative  *30  requires  OSD  and  the  Services 
to  improve  the  visibility  of  weapon  system  support  resources 
throughout  the  PPBS  cycle,  and  to  increase  the  involvement  of  program 
managers  in  programming,  budgeting  and  weapon  system  support  funding 
execution.  The  initiative  calls  for  a  consolidated  review  of  weapon 
system  support  funding  as  part  of  the  OSD  POM  and  budget  reviews.  A 
trial  of  budget  review  procedures  was  completed  in  January  1982. 
Procedures  are  outlined  below  for  a  trial  program  review  to  be  con¬ 
ducted  on  several  weapon  systems  per  service  in  parallel  with  the  FY  84-88 
POM  review.  The  objectives  of  the  trial  are: 

o  To  determine  the  feasibility  of  identifying  support  resource 
requirements  and  programmed  funding  by  weapon  system  in  the 
program  review. 

o  To  evaluate  the  trial  procedures  and  formats  and  to  recommend 
improvements  for  long  terra  implementation. 


Weapon  System  Support  Funding  Information 

The  program  review  will  focus  on  identifying  requirements  for  weapon 
system  support.  To  meet  the  schedule  for  POM  issues,  the  following 
weapon  syscea  support  information  should  be  provided  one  week  after 
POM  submission  (no  briefings  are  required): 

o  Chart  1  -  Schedule  and  Readiness  Objectives 
o  Chart  2  -  Summary  Funding  Profile 
o  3ackup  Information  -  Basis  for  Requirements 

Formats  for  Charts  1  and  2,  and  guidance  on  backup  information, 
are  attached.  These  should  be  tailored  as  necessary  to  fit 
individual  weapon  systems  and  Service  data  systems.  Backup 
information  (no  fixed  format)  should  be  included  to  show  che 
basis  for  requirements  in  Chart  2.  To  the  maximum  practical 
extent  this  backup  information  should  show  the  relationship 
between  s ch edu le / r e ad i n es s  objectives  and  support  resource 
requirements . 
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A  Service  point  of  contact  should  be  established  for  support  funding 
for  each  weapon  system.  If  this  point  of  contact  is  outside  the 
program  manager's  office.  Service  procedures  should  provide  for  close 
liaison  to  keep  the  PM  involved  in  the  POM  review  process. 

Review  Procedures 

OASD(C) j MRA5L,  USDRE,  and  DPA5E  action  officers  will  be  assigned  to 
coordinate  the  review  of  weapon  system  support  information  as  a  sup¬ 
plement  to  the  usual  functional  review  of  the  Service  POMs .  Through¬ 
out  the  POM  review,  questions  regarding  weapon  system  support  will  be 
channeled  to  the  designated  Service  point  of  contact.  A  summary 
of  weapon  system  support  requirements  and  funding  for  the  selected 
systems  will  be  prepared  by  MRA5L  and  forwarded  to  the  DRB . 


Attachments 
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SCHEDULE  AND  READINESS  OBJECTIVES 


Um. I  ABILITY  IMPROVEMENT 
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CHART  2  NOTES 


NOTE  1.  SUPPORT  ELEMENT  DEFINITIONS 


1.  Soares  and  Repair  Parts  -  Includes  reparables,  both  GFE  and  CFE, 
and  consumables  (to  the  extent  identifiable  by  weapon  system) 
needed  for  initial  outfittings  and  higher  echelon  pipelines. 

Also  includes  replenishment  and  war  reserve  spares. 

2.  Support  and  Test.  Equipment  (S5TE)  -  Includes  development  and 
procurementT  of  peculiar  S&TE  (e. g. ,  test  program  sets)  and  major 
items  of  common  S5TE  (  automated  test  station,  fuel  storage  and 
handling  equipment,  etc.)  required  for  the  new  system. 

3.  Training  and  Training  Devices  -  .Includes  development  (to  the  extent 
separately  identi riaDle  in  existing  PM  or  training  developer  data 
sources)  and  procurement  of  Both  operator  and  maintainer  training 
courses  and  materials,  simulators  and  other  training  devices,  and 
factory  training. 

4.  Publications/Tech  Data  -  Includes  development  and  procurement  of 
operator  manuals,  maintenance  manuals  for  each  echelon  of  maintenance, 
and  other  technical  data  (drawings,  parts  Breakdowns,  etc.) 

5.  Depot  Repair  -  Includes  labor,  material  and  overhead  for  both  organic 
ana  contractor  depot  maintenance. 

6.  Contractor  Support  -  Includes  all  funding  for  contractor  repair  and 
other  technical  services  associated  with  below-depot  maintenance. 

Also  includes  contractor  management  of  maintenance  and  supply 
services . 

7.  Facilities  -  Includes  all  MILCON- funded  new  construction  and 
facilities  modification  identified  as  support  requirements  for  the  new 
system  (except  production  facilities). 

8.  ILS  Management/Analysis  -  Includes  development/revision  of  manpower, 
training  and  'support  plans;  logistic  support  analysis;  and  analysis 
of  test  and  early  field  data  to  determine  needed  logistic  improve* 
ments . 

9.  Other  Support-Related  Requirements  -  Includes  development  ~nd  pro¬ 
curement  funding  for  support-related  engineering  change  orders  and 
product  improvements  (e.g.,  R5M  Improvement  Program)  or  other 
special  programs. 

NOTE  2. 

"Requirement"  represents  the  Service  estimate  of  all  valid  requirement 

to  meet  PM's  schedule  and  readiness  objectives,  and  includes  both  active 

and  reserve  force  requirements. 
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NOTE  3. 
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"Funding"  for  FY  83  should  be  consistent  with  the  FY  1983  President's 
Budget,  and  for  FY  84-88  should  be  consistent  with  the  Service  POM 
submission. 

NOTE  4.  Remarks 

Note  impact  of  any  shortfalls  in  funding  on  schedule  and  readiness 
objectives. 
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BACKUP  INFORMATION 


Backup  information  should  summarize  the  basis  for  the  reauirements  . 
For  example: 


o  Spares  and  Repair  Parts.  Backup  should  identify  the 
model  or  approach  used  to  estimate  spares  requirements, 
lead  time  and  need  date  assumptions, reliability  assumptions, 
and  current  reliability  estimates  Chased  on  tests  or  early 
field  experience).  Requirements  should  be  broken  out  for 
initial  spares  and  repair  parts,  replenishment  spares  and 
repair  parts,  and  war  reserve  secondary  items.  If  there 
are  significant  risks  in  the  support  planning  assumptions 
(e.g.,  availability  of  support  and  test  equipment),  the 
potential  impact  on  spares  should  be  discussed. 

o  Support  and  Test  Equipment.  Backup  should  show  the  relation¬ 
ship  between  funding  requirements ,  site/unit  activations,  and 
the  schedule  for  transition  from  contractor  to  organic  main¬ 
tenance  at  each  maintenance  echelon. 


o  Training  and  Training  Equipment.  Operator  and  maintenance 
training  requirements  should  be  separately  broken  out. 
Training  requirements  should  be  related  to  site/unit 
activation  dates  and  organic  support  dates. 

o  Depot  Repair.  Contractor  and  organic  depot  repair  require¬ 
ments  should  be  separately  broken  out.  The  basis  for 
computation  should  be  summarized  (flying  hours,  etc.)  A 
breakout  should  be  provided  for  end  item  depot  repair 
(e-.g.,  airframe  rework)  and  major  component  repair  (e.g., 
engine  rework,  aircraft  component  rework). 
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TRIAL  PROCEDURES  FOR  FY-83  BUDGET  REVIEW  OF 
WEAPON  SYSTEM  LOGISTIC  SUPPORT  RESOURCES 


Introduction 

Decision  30  (Item  G)  of  the  April  30,  1981  DEPSECDEF  memorandum  on  Improving 
the  acquisition  process  requires  several  changes  for  Improving  the  program 
manager’s  motivation  to  manage,  and  accountability  for,  logistic  support 
resources.  One  of  the  changes  requires  OSD  to  have  a  single  review  of  support 
funding  associated  with  selected  weapons  systems  entering  production.  To 
accomplish  the  goal  of  a  single  OSD  review,  it  is  intended  that  the  program 
manager  will  present  a  summary  of  budget  data  and  planning  factors  in  the 
format  of  the  attached  charts  to  an  assembly  of  the  OSD  budget  analysts  and 
other  OSD  offices  concerned  with  support  funding  for  the  specific  weapons 
system.  Service  budgets  will  be  reviewed  by  the  OSD  analysts  in  the  various 
appropriations,  but  the  outcome  of  those  separate  reviews  will  be  measured  against 
the  summary  data  presented  in  these  charts.  Procedures  are  outlined  below. 

Program  Manager's  Presentation 

A  presentation  by  the  program  manager  or  his  representative  will  be  scheduled 
about  a  week  after  Service  budget  submission,-  and  will  include: 

o  Support  Schedule  and  Readiness  Objectives 
(See  Chart  1,  attached) 

o  Summary  Weapon  System  Support  Funding  Profile 
(See  Chart  2,  attached) 

o  Weapon  System  Support  Requirements  vs.  Budget  Year  Funding 
(See  Chart  3,  attached) 

The  program  manager  (or  his  representative)  should  also  be  prepared  to  clarify 
requirements,  discuss  support  problems,  and  address  the  impact  of  funding  short¬ 
falls  on  schedule  and,  to  the  extent  possible,  on  readiness  objectives.  (The 
long  term  goal  is  to  Improve  the  ability  to  quantitatively  relate  resource 
decisions  to  weapon  system  readiness.) 

Budget  Review 


Following  the  program  manager's  presentation,  the  OSD  budget  review  will  proceed 
in  the  various  appropriations,  as  usual.  Funding  problems  raised  in  the  presenta- 
tlon  may  be  pursued  by  the  OSD  budget  analyst  in  the  course  of  this  review.  All 
program/budget  decisions  (PSD’s)  which  affect  weapon  system  support  funding,  as 
identified  in  Chart  3,  will  include  both  identification  of  any  amount  added/ 
deleted  for  the  specific  weapon  system,  and  an  assessment  of  the  effect  on  weapon 
system  support  schedule  and  readiness  objectives.  For  example,  a  PSD  Imposing  a 
cut  la  replenishment  spares  funding  would  state  whether  the  mark  applied  across 
the  board,  or  selectively;  if  support  funding  shown  it  Chart  3  is  affected,  the 
PSD  would  show  the  amount  and  discuss  the  impact  of  the  change. 
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OSD  will  maintain  a  record  of  the  changes  to  weapon  system  support  funding 
Identified  in  Chart  3  due  to  approved  FBD’s.  At  the  end  of  the  OSD  budget  review 
cycle,  OASD(C)  and  (MRA&L)  will  jointly  determine  whether  a  general  PBD  on  weapon 
system  support  is  warranted  to  resolve  any  remaining  funding  problems,  and  the 
"final"  update  of  Chart  3  will  be  completed.  The  weapon  system  support  funding 
included  in  the  budget  will  be  documented  in  a  memorandum  to  the  DRB  principals, 
with  a  copy  to  the  program  manager. 
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FUNDING 


CHART  2  NOTES 


NOTE  1.  SUPPORT  ELOiENT  DEFINITIONS  (See  attached  Addendum  for  Navy  use) 

1.  Spares  and  Repair  Parts  -  Includes  reparables,  both  GFE  and  CFE,  and 
consumables  (to  the  extent  Identifiable  by  weapon  system)  needed  for 
initial  outfitting*  and  higher  echelon  pipelines.  Also  includes  war 
reserve  spares. 

2.  Support  and  Test  Equipment  (S&TE)  -  Includes  development  and  procurement 
of  peculiar  S&TE  and  major  items  of  common  S&TE  (e.g.  automated  test 
stations)  required  for  the  new  system. 

3.  Training  and  Training  Devices  -  Includes  development  (eo  the  extent 
separately  identifiable  in  existing  PM  or  training  developer  data 
sources)  and  procurement  of  both  operator  and  maintainer  training 
courses  and  materials,  simulators  and  other  training  devices,  and 
factory  training. 

&.  Publications /Tech  Data  -  Includes  development  and  procurement  of 

operator  manuals,  maintenance  manuals  for  each  echelon  of  maintenance, 
and  other  technical  data  (drawings,  parts  breakdowns,  etc.). 

5.  Depot  Repair  -  Includes  labor,  material  and  overhead  for  both  organic 
and  contractor  depot  maintenance. 

6.  Contractor  Support  -  Includes  all  funding  for  contractor  repair  and 
other  technical  services  associated  with  below-depot  maintenance. 

Also  includes  contractor  management  of  maintenance  and  supply  services. 

7.  Facilities  -  Includes  all  MILCON- funded  new  construction  and  facilities 
modification  identified  as  requirements  for  the  new  system  (except 
production  facilities) . 

8.  ILS  Management/Analysis  -  Includes  development/revision  of  manpower, 
training  and  support  plans;  logistic  support  analysis;  and  analysis 

of  test  and  early  field  data  to  determine  needed  logistic  improvements. 

9.  Other  Support-Related  Requirements  -  Includes  development  and  pro¬ 
curement  funding  for  support-related  engineering  change  orders  and 
product  Improvements  (e.g.  R&M  Improvement  Frogram)  or  other  special 
programs. 


NOTE  2. 

"Requirement"  is  funding  amount  recognized  by  Service  as  valid  requirement 
to  meet  FM's  schedule  and  readiness  objectives. 


NOTE  3. 

"Funding"  is: 

o  For  prior  year,  the  amount  included  in  the  President's  budget. 
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o  For  budget  year  and  outyears,  the  amount  included  in  the  Service 
budget  submission. 

NOTE  4,  Remarks 

Note  impact  of  any  shortfalls  in  funding  on  schedule  and  readiness  objectives. 


i 
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CHART  3  NOTES 


1.  Requirement  -  Support  resources  recognized  by  the  Service  as  valid  require¬ 
ment  to  meet  weapon  system  schedule  and  readiness  objectives. 

2.  Support  Elements  -  Breakdown  of  support  elements  should  be  tailored  to  fit 
individual  weapon  systems. 

3.  Total  Requirement  -  Total  funding  required  for  each  of  the  nine  listed 
support  elarents. 

4.  Total  Funding  -  Total  funding  contained  in  the  Service  budget  submission 
for  each  of  the  nine  listed  support  elements.  If  the  support  element 
requirement  is  fully  funded,  the  "Total  Requirement"  and  "Total  Funding" 
columns  will  match. 

5.  Amount  -  Funding  amounts  by  appropriation  (see  Note  &) ,  which  make  up 
the  "Total  Funding"  for  the  support  element,  and  which  are  identifiable 
or  allocatable  to  the  weapon  system  within  the  Service  budget  submission. 
Need  not  match  the  support  element  breakdown. 

6.  P3D  -  Program  Budget  Decision  number  for  PBD  planned  to  cover  funds  listed 
in  "Amount"  column. 

7.  Funding  Description  -  From  the  Service  budgec  submission: 

o  For  RDT&E,  list  by  program  element  title,  number  and  amount. 

Indicate  project  titles,  numbers  and  amounts. 

o  For  Procurement,  indicate  budget  activity,  P-l  line  item  and  title. 

o  For  O&M,  Identify  the  Activity  Group  (Part  2  of  the  OP-5  exhibit) 
and  the  sub-activity  groupings,  where  applicable.  (For  example: 
airframes,  engines  component  or  exchangeable  repairs.) 

o  For  MilCon,  indicate  Installation  project  title. 

8.  Schedule/Readiness  Impacts  -  For  any  of  the  nine  listed  support  elements 
where  the  requirement  exceeds  the  funding,  note  the  impact  on  weapon 
system  support  schedules,  on  readiness  objectives,  or  on  resource  require¬ 
ments  for  other  support  elements  (e.g.,  impact  of  test  equipment  shortfall 
on  spares  requirement) . 
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Improving  the  management  of  support  resources  for  major  weapon  systems  is 
a  crucial  goal  for  the  Department  of  Defense.  The  problem  of  weapon  systems 
being  Inadequately  supported  in  the  field  because  of  fragmented  decision 
making  in  the  allocation  of  support  resources  (e.g.,  spares,  support  and  test 
equipment)  was  addressed  in  DoD  Acquisition  Improvement  Initiative  #30.  New 
management  procedures  to  help  correct  this  problem  have  been  tested  over  the 
past  year  and  a  half.  During  the  test,  the  Military  Departments  provided  the 
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20.  (Cont.) 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD)  with  data  that  summarized  the  support 
resources  required  by  and  allocated  to  nine  sample  weapon  systems.  These  data 
were  reviewed  by  OSD  at  key  points  in  the  Planning,  Programming  and  Budgeting 
(PPB)  process. 

Based  on  our  evaluation  of  the  test  results,  we  recommend  that  the  proce¬ 
dures  used  in  the  program  and  budget  trial  reviews  be  formalized  and  implemented 
in  future  PPB  cycles.  They  have  proven  to  be  both  feasible  and  beneficial. 

To  take  full  advantage  of  the  implementation  of  Initiative  #30,  we  also  recom¬ 
mend  that  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Manpower,  Reserve 
Affairs  and  Logistics)  (0ASD(MRA&L) )  strengthen  its  weapon  system  perspective 
and  concentrate  more  attention  on  weapon  support  during  program  and  budget 
reviews.  Finally,  we  recommend  that  OSD  monitor  the  progress  of  the  Military 
Departments  in  implementing  their  plans  for  improved  internal  management  of 
support  resources. 

These  recommendations  are  based  on  two  main  findings.  First,  it  is 
feasible  for  the  Military  Departments  to  pull  together  most  of  the  requested 
support  data  on  selected  weapon  systems.  However,  this  task  is  difficult  for 
the  Army  and  Navy  to  accomplish  because  they  do  not  have  systematic  and  auto¬ 
mated  procedures  to  produce  the  data.  The  Air  Force  does  have  such  systems. 
Second,  OSD  was  able  to  evaluate  the  support  data  for  selected  weapon  systems 
and  to  influence  the  resource  allocation  decisions  made  in  both  the  program 
and  budget  reviews.  However,  OSD's  capability  to  review  and  validate  weapon 
support  requirements  could  be  improved  with  a  more  balanced  effort  between 
functional  and  weapon  system  issues. 
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